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The House met at 11 o’clock a.m.

The Reverend V. L. Daughtry, Jr., First
Methodist Church, Cuthbert, Ga., of-
fered the following prayer:

God, grant the gifts of historical in-
sight and understanding to this assem-
bly of representative government.

Give to it a sensitivity to the failure
and glory of the past.

Give to it an awareness of duty and
mission in the present.

Give to it a vision of hope and confi-
dence for the future.

Give to it the courageous ability to
distinguish each time from the other.
Amen.

THE JOURNAL

The Journal of the proceedings of
yesterday was read and approved.

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE

A message from the Senate by Mr.
Arrington, one of its clerks, announced
that the Senate had passed without
amendment bills and a joint resolution
of the House of the following titles:

H.R. 2001. An act relating to the establish-
ment of concession policles In the areas ad-
ministered by National Park Service, and for
other purposes;

H.R. 2358, An act for the relief of Tony
Boone;

H.R, 2772. An act for the relief of Ksenija
Popovic;

H.R. 8035. An act to authorize the Secre-
tary of the Interior to accept a donation of
property in the county of Suffolk, State of
New York, known as the Willlam Floyd
estate, for addition to the Fire Island Na-
tional Seashore, and for other purposes;

H.R. 9417. An act to revise the boundary
of Jewel Cave National Monument in the
State of South Dakota, and for other pur-
poses;

H.J. Res. 309. Joint resolution to amend
the joint resolution of March 25, 1963, to
increase the number of electric typewriters
which may be furnished to Members by the
Clerk of the House.

The message also announced that the
Senate had passed, with amendments in
which the concurrence of the House is
requested, bills of the House of the fol-
lowing titles:

H.R.7059. An act to amend the act of July
2, 1940 (54 Stat. 724; 20 U.8.C. T9-T9e), to
authorize such appropriations to the Smith-
sonian Institution as are necessary in carry-
ing out its functions under said act, and for
other purposes; and

H.R.10871. An act making appropriations
for foreign assistance and related agencles
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for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1966, and
for other purposes.

The message also announced that the
Senate insists upon its amendments to
the bill (H.R. 10871) entitled “An act
making appropriations for foreign as-
sistance and related agencies for the
fiscal year ending June 30, 1966, and for
other purposes,” requests a conference
with the House on the disagreeing votes
of the two Houses thereon, and appoints
Mr. PASTORE, Mr. HAYDEN, Mr. RUSSELL of
Georgia, Mr. ELLENDER, Mr. MAGNUSON,
Mr. Horranp, Mr. SALTONSTALL, MTr.
Younc of North Dakota, and Mr. MUNDT
to be the conferees on the part of the
Senate.

The message also announced that the
Senate had passed bills and a concur-
rent resolution of the following titles,
in which the concurrence of the House
is requested:

B.1855. An act to provide for the estab-
lishment of the Roger Williams National
Memorial in the city of Providence, R.I., and
for other purposes;

S.2126. An act for the relief of Sook Ja
Eim, Al Ja Kim, and Min Ja Kim; and

5. Con. Res. 53. Concurrent resolution au-
thorizing the printing of the report of the
proceedings of the 42d biennial meetings
of the Convention of American Instructors
of the Deaf as a Senate document,

The message also announced that the
Vice President, pursuant to Public Law
84-689, appointed Mr. Moss as an alter-
nate delegate to the 11th North Atlantic
Treaty Organization Parliamentary Con-
ference fto be held in New York, N.Y.,
October 4 to 9, 1965.

THE LATE HON. WILLIAM C. COLE

Mr, HULL., Mr. Speaker, I ask unan-
imous consent to address the House for
1 minute and to revise and extend my
remarks,

The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Missouri?

There was no objection.

Mr. HULL. Mr. Speaker, I rise to give
expression to the sadness and deep regret
which all who knew him feel upon the
passing of our former colleague, William
C. Cole.

Bill Cole served four terms in the
House of Representatives. He repre-
sented the old Third District of Missouri
from 1943 to 1949, and the present Sixth
District in 1953 and 1954. During those
terms, he served on the House Commit-
tees on Invalid Pensions, on Rivers and
Harbors, on House Administration, on
Post Office and Post Roads and its suc-
cessor Post Office and Civil Service.

Bill Cole was a patriot who not only
served his country in the Congress and
later #5 a member of the Board of Vet-
erar s Appeals, but also had the distinc-
tior of defending his Nation with service
in lioth the Army and the Navy.

In 1916 he served in the Army under
G¢n. John J. Pershing in the Mexican
cgmpaign against Pancho Villa. He was
m 1stered out shortly before the United
States entered World War I, and he en-
listed in the Navy only 8 days after this
coantry declared war.

Bill Cole was a Republican. He was a
gocod Republican. He was loyal to his
purty, and he served his party well both
ir. public office and out. He was espe-
cially active in veterans’ legislation, and
in support of rural electrification pro-
grams, soil conservation, and a balanced
farm economy.

From this side of the aisle, and from
a person who at one time opposed him
in an election campaign, let it be stated
that Bill Cole placed country before any
political consideration.

I am sure that his lovely wife, Esther
Cole, and his daughter, Mrs. Mary Scho-
fleld, can take great comfort in the
knowledge that he won a niche in the
hearts of all who knew him, and that
his service to his fellow man will forever
be a monument to his memory.

Mr. HALL. Mr. Speaker, will the gen-
tleman yield?

Mr. HULL. I yield to my colleague
from Missouri.

Mr. HALL. Mr. Speaker, I appreciate
the distinguished gentleman’s yielding.
I want to join him, from this side of the
aisle, in paying last respects to our for-
mer colleague, Bill Cole. Although it
was not my privilege to serve in this
House when he was here, I knew him
through the State organization. My
wife joins me in extending heartfelt
sympathy and prayers of understanding,
in this time of bereavement to his lovely
lady, Esther.

I especially compliment the gentleman
on his generous statement and on assum-
ing this sad duty to appear in the well
of the House today and express senti-
ments in his own inimitable way with
which we all associate ourselves.

We pray the Almighty will cast mercy
on the soul of our departed friend.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. HULL. I am glad to yield to the
gentleman.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, I greatly
regret to hear from the gentleman from
Missouri [Mr. Hurr] of the death of our
former colleague and my friend of other
years, Bill Cole.
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It was with credit and distinction
that he served his district, the State of
Missouri, and the Nation, and he has been
missed in the Halls of Congress.

I extend my condolences to the mem-
bers of his family.

Mr. ARENDS. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. HULL. I yield to the distinguished
minority whip.

Mr. ARENDS. Mr. Speaker, I had the
privilege of serving in Congress with my
good friend, Bill Cole. It was a pleasure
and a privilege to know him and to work
with him.

Mr. Speaker, I am deeply distressed
to learn of the passing of my good friend
and former colleague, Bill Cole. During
his service in the House I had occasion
to work with him on many legislative
problems. He demonstrated that he was
not only a man of ability but a man of
character and convictions. And he al-
ways had the courage of his convictions.
Perhaps this accounts in some measure
for the fact that his service in the Con-
gress was not continuous. He was not
the type of man who would sacrifice his
principles—the things in which he firmly
believed—for political expediency.

Bill Cole indeed made a substantial
contribution to the work of the Con-
gress. While he is no longer with us, he
has left a legacy of a job well done.

I extend my sincerest sympathy to his
family.

Mr. HULL. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent that all Members have 5
legislative days in which to extend their
remarks at this point in the Recorb.

The SPEAKER. Without objection it
is so ordered.

There was no objection.

CALL OF THE HOUSE

Mr. DEVINE. Mr. Speaker, I make the
point of order that a quorum is not
present.

The SPEAKER. Evidently a quorum
is not present.

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, I move a
call of the House.

A call of the House was ordered.

The Clerk called the roll, and the fol-
lowing Members failed to answer to their
names:

[Roll No. 323]

Abbitt Dowdy Latta
Adalir Duncan, Oreg. Lindsay
Adams Edwards, Calif. Lipscomb
Addabbo Farnsley Long, Md.
Anderson, I1l. Farnum McEwen
Andrews, Fino Madden

George W. Ford, Madlliard
Andrews, Willlam D.  Miller

Glenn Frelinghuysen Moeller
Aspinall Goodell Monagan
Bandstra Grabowskl Morton
Baring Gray Moss
Betts Gubser Murray
Boggs Hagan, Ga. O'Brien
Bolling Halleck O'Hara, Il1.
Bolton Hansen, Jowa Olson, Minn.
Bonner Hays Ottinger
Brock Hébert Pirnie
Burton, Utah Henderson Powell
Callaway Herlong Pucinskl
Casey Hicks Reinecke
Clausen, Holifleld Resnick

Don H. Holland Rhodes, Ariz.
Clawson, Del Hosmer Rivers, S.C.
Colmer Johnson, Calif. Roberts
Corbett Johnson, Okla. Roosevelt
Corman Keogh Scott
Dawson Kirwan Senner
Diggs Eluczynskl Bhriver
Dorn Landrum Sikes
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Smith, Calif. Thompson, Tex. Williams
Springer Toll Willis
Stalbaum Tuck Wilson, Bob
Talcott Udall Wyatt
Teague, Calif. Utt Yates
Thomas Whitten Younger

The SPEAKER. On this rollcall 328
Members have answered to their names,
a quorum,

By unanimous consent, further pro-
ceedings under the call were dispensed
with.

ANNOUNCEMENT

Mr. SAYLOR. Mr. Speaker, on roll-
call 322 I was not present, and arrived
just after the vote was announced. Had
I been present I would have voted “yea.”

VESSEL EXCHANGE AMENDMENTS

Mr. GARMATZ. Mr. Speaker, I call
up the conference report on the bill (H.R.
728) to amend section 510 of the Mer-
chant Marine Act of 1936, and ask
unanimous consent that the statement of
the managers on the part of the House
be read in lieu of the report.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Mary-
land?

There was no objection.

The Clerk read the statement.

The conference report and statement
are as follows:

ConrFERENCE REPORT (H. REPT. NO. 1085)

The committee of conference on the dis-
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the
amendment of the Senate to the bill (HR.
728) to amend Section 510 of the Merchant
Marine Act, 1936, having met, after full and
free conference, have agreed to recommend
and do recommend to their respective Houses
as follows:

That the House recede from its disagree-
ment to the amendment of the Senate and
agree to the same with an amendment as
follows: In lleu of the matter proposed to be
inserted by the Senate amendment insert the
following:

“That (a) the first sentence of subsection
(1) of section 510 of the Merchant Marine
Act, 1936, as amended (46 U.S.C. 1160(1) ), 1s
amended as follows:

“(1) By striking out ‘within five years
from the date of enactment of this Act war-
built vessels (which are defined for purposes
of this subsection as oceangoing’ and insert-
ing in lleu thereof the following: ‘before July
5, 1970,".

“(2) By striking out ‘during the period
beginning September 3, 1939, and ending
September 2, 1945)' and inserting in lieu
thereof the following: ‘before September 3,
1945,".

“(3) By inserting immediately before the
words ‘owned by the United States’ the fol-
lowing: ‘(which are defined for purposes of
this subsection as oceangoing vessels of one
thousand five hundred gross tons or over
which were constructed or contracted for by
the United States shipyards durlng the pe-
riod beginning September 3, 1939, and end-
ing September 2, 1945)°.

“(b) Paragraph (1) of subsection (i) of
section 510 of the Merchant Marine Act, 1936,
as amended, is amended to read as follows:

“i(1) The traded-in vessel shall have been
owned by a citizen or citizens of the United
States, documented under the laws of the
United States, and shall not have been oper-
ated with operating-differential subsidy un-
der title VI of this Act by the applicant or
any affiliate of the applicant for at least three
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years immediately prior to the date of the
exchange.’

“(c) Paragraph (2) of subsection (i) of
section 510 of the Merchant Marine Act, 19386,
as amended, is amended by inserting after
the period at the end thereof the following:
“The value of a vessel when traded out shall
be calculated in the same manner as its value
was determined when it was traded in, except
that vessels traded in prior to October 1, 1960,
shall be valued on the basis ylelding the high-
est fair return to the Government commen-
surate with the purposes of this subsection.
In each exchange of vessels under this sub-
sectlon, the value of the vessel traded-in, un-
less based on scrap value, and the value of
the vessel traded-out shall be calculated in
the same manner.’

“(d) Paragraph (9) of subsection (i) of
section 510 of the Merchant Marine Act, 1836,
as amended, is amended to read as follows:

*“‘(9) Except where traded out for use ex-
clusively in trade and commerce on the Great
Lakes, including the Saint Lawrence River
and Gulf, tanker vessels may be traded out
under the provisions of this subsection only
for major conversions into dry cargo carriers
or liquid bulk carriers, including natural gas
carriers but excluding bulk petroleum car-
rlers.’

“Sec. 2. Sectlon 510 of the Merchant
Marine Act, 1936, is further amended by add-
ing at the end thereof the following new sub-
section:

“‘(j) Any vessel heretofore or hereafter
acquired under this section, or otherwise ac-
quired by the Secretary of Commerce under
any other authority shall be placed in the na-
tional defense reserve fleet established under
authority of section 11 of the Merchant Ship
Sales Act of 1946 (50 U.S.C. App. 1744), and
shall not be traded out or sold from such
reserve fleet, except as provided for in sub-
sections (g) and (i) of this sectlon. This
limitation shall not affect the rights of the
Secretary of Commerce to dispose of a ves-
sel as provided in other sections of this title
or in titles VII or XI of this Act.’ "

And the Senate agree to the same.

EpwarD A. GARMATE,
THOMAS L. ASHLEY,
THOMAS N. DOWNING,
WiLLiaM S. MAILLIARD,
THOMAS M. PELLY,
Managers on the Part of the House.

WARREN G. MAGNUSON,

E. L. BARTLETT,

Daniern B. BREWSTER,

Winston L. ProUTY,

PETER H. DOMINICK,
Managers on the Part of the Senate.

STATEMENT

The managers on the part of the House at
the conference on the disagreeing votes of
the two Houses on the amendment of the
Senate to the bill (H.R. 728) to amend the
Merchant Marine Act, 1936, as amended, to
broaden the vessel exchange provisions of
section 510 of the act, to extend such pro-
visions for an additional 5 years, and for
other purposes, submit the following state-
ment in explanation of the effect of the ac-
tion agreed upon by the conferees and rec-
ommended in the accompanying conference
report:

The Senate amendment struck out all of
the House bill after the enacting clause and
inserted a substitute text,

The committee of conference recommends
that the House recede from its disagreement
to the amendment of the Senate with an
amendment which is a substitute for both
the text of the House bill and the text of the
Senate amendment and that the BSenate
agree to the same.

Except for clerical and minor drafting
changes, the differences between the Senate
amendment and the substitute agreed to in
conference are noted below.
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Section 4 of the Senate amendment
amended paragraph (3) of subsection 510(1)
of the Merchant Marine Act of 1936, as
amended, by providing that: “The value of
a vessel when traded out shall be calculated
in the same manner as its value was deter-
mined when it was traded in.”

No comparable provision appeared in the
House bill.

The House receded from its disagreement
to this provision of the Senate amendment,
countering with a substitute. It was this
substitute which was accepted, serving to
amend paragraph (2) of subsection 510(1)
of the Merchant Marine Act of 1936, as
amended, which will read as follows:

“(2) The value of the vessel when traded
out shall be calculated in the same manner
as its value was determined when it was
traded in, except vessels traded In prior to
October 1, 1960, shall be calculated on the
basis ylelding the highest fair return to the
Government commensurate with the pur-
poses of this subsection. In each exchange
of vessels under this subsection, the value
of the vessel traded in, unless based on scrap
value, and the value of the vessel traded out
shall be calculated in the same manner.”

It is not intended that this amendment
will affect the present law concerning the val-
uation of vessels of the military type, as
provided for in paragraph (3) of subsection
510(1) of the Merchant Marine Act of 1936,
as amended.

Bection 1(c) of the House bill amended
paragraph (9) of subsectlon 510(i) of the
Merchant Marine Act of 1936, as amended,
80 as to remove the absolute prohibition
against trading out tanker vessels, subject to
certain conditions. Section 3 of the Senate
bill provided for a similar amendment re-
moving the absolute prohibition against
trading out tanker vessels. The position of
the managers on the part of the House was
that the Senate version was not sufficiently
definitive since it provided that:

“(9) Tanker vessels may be traded out
under the provisions of this subsection only
for nontanker use.”

But falled to adequately define “non-
tanker use.”

Section 1(c¢) of the House bill, on the other
hand, provided that:

“(9) Tanker vessels may be traded out
under the provisions of this subsection only
for conversion into dry bulk carriers to be
operated only in the domestic trades, except
where traded out for use exclusively in trade
and commerce on the Great Lakes, includ-
ing the Saint Lawrence River and Gulf. No
tanker vessel so traded out, or any part
thereof, shall be used in the construction or
reconstruction of a vessel.”

The House receded from its provision re-
stricting the operation of such tanker ves-
sels to the dometsic trades. The Senate
agreed to the Inclusion of the exception for
the Great Lakes. There was mutual agree-
ment to delete the restriction in the last
sentence of the House version barring the
use of such tanker vessels for the construc-
tion or reconstruction of a vessel.

The following language was agreed upon
as an amendment to paragraph (9) of sub-
section 510(1) of the Merchant Marine Act of
1936, as amended:

““(9) Except where traded out for use ex-
clusively in trade and commerce on the
Great Lakes, including the Saint Lawrence
River and Gulf, tanker vessels may be traded
out under the provisions of this subsection
only for major conversion into dry cargo car-
riers or liquid bulk carriers, including nat-
ural gas carriers but excluding bulk petro-
leum carriers.”

The language “for major conversion into
dry cargo carriers or liquid bulk carriers,
including natural gas carriers but excluding
bulk petroleum carriers,” was agreed upon in
recognition of technological changes within
the maritime industry. Under this pro-

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

vislon tanker vessels may be traded out for
use as dry cargo carriers and liquid bulk
carriers. However, tankers so traded out
cannot be used for employment as carriers
of crude oll, diesel oil, gasoline, kerosene, and
naphtha. It is intended that tanker vessels
traded out can be converted so as to carry
all dry cargoes, inclusive of conversion into
container ships. Tanker vessels would also
be permitted to be converted to carry liguid
bulk cargoes such as liguefled gases (in-
cluding anhydrous ammonia, methane, bu-
tane, butadiene, and propane, ete.), ligquid
sulphur and phosphoric acid and other
organic and inorganic chemical products.

Section 2 of the House bill provided a new
subsection (j) to section 510 of the Merchant
Marine Act of 1036, as amended, which
reads as follows:

“()) Any vessel heretofore or hereafter
acquired under this section, or otherwise
acquired by the Secretary of Commerce un-
der any other authority shall be placed in the
National Defense Reserve Fleet established
under authority of section 11 of the Merchant
Ship Sales Act of 1946 (50 U.S.C. App. 1744)
and shall not be traded out or sold from such
reserve fleet, except as provided for in sub-
sections (g) and (1) of this sectlon. This
limitation shall not affect the rights of the
Secretary of Commerce to dispose of a vessel
as provided in section 1105(d) of this Act
(46 U.S.C. 1276(d) ) and section 508(1).”

No comparable provision appeared in the
Senate version of the bill.

The substitute agreed to in conference
follows the House bill except that the last
sentence was changed to read as follows:

“This limitation shall not affect the rights
of the Secretary of Commerce to dispose of a
vessel as provided for under any other sec-
tion of this title, or under titles VII and XI
of this Act.”

It was the position of the managers for the
House that this amendment was necessary
to close a loophole in the law under which
the Maritime Administrator proposed to sell
certain ships in contravention of the intent
of the Congress when it established the
reserve fleet under the Merchant Ship Sales
Act, although in a technical and legal sense
such authority may have existed. .

The managers on the part of the House
lieve that the conference substitute achleves
the proper objectives of both the House
bill and the Senate bill effectively and
equitably.

EpwARD A, GARMATZ,
THOMAS L. ASHLEY,
THOMAS N. DOWNING,
WriLrianm S. MAILLIARD,
TrHOMAS M. PELLY,
Managers on the Part of the House.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from
Maryland [Mr. GarmATz] is recognized
for 1 hour.

Mr. GARMATZ. Mr. Speaker, I yield
to the gentleman from Virginia [Mr.
Downing] such time as he may consume.

Mr. DOWNING. Mr. Speaker, the
Government has a very excellent trade-
out, trade-in program for vessels which
have been placed in the national defense
fleet. This trade-out, trade-in program
was provided by section 510 of the Mer-
chant Marine Act of 1936 as amended.
The provisions in the program expire
this year and the purpose of the bill, H.R.
728, is to broaden certain provisions to
cover some problems that we are meeting
with today and also to extend the life
of section 510 and the provisions thereof
for a period of an additional 5 years.

The House and Senate have no sub-
stantial disagreement and the conferees
agreed to substitute a text for both the
Senate bill and the House bill.
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There are several items that might be
mentioned, one of which concerns the
calculation of the trade-out value of the
vessel. The conferees thought that ves-
sels which had been traded into the de-
fense fleet prior to 1960 should be calcu-
lated differently than those which were
acquired after 1960. This is for the rea-
son that these ships are old and are not
likely to be used. In the past we would
calculate their value either on the do-
mestic market or world market or scrap
value or a combination of such values.

The conferees agreed to submit lan-
guage which would state that the Mari-
time Administration would select that
calculation which would yield the fairest
high return to the Government. The
conferees of the Senate and House agreed
to this provision.

Another provision which I would
mention is the conferees thought that
trading-out for nontanker use should be
explained more fully in light of the pres-
ent-day conditions and the nontanker
use is defined.

Mr, Speaker, I think basically that cov-
ers the agreement of the conferees on
this bill. I fully support the conference
ifg)ort and yield back the balance of my

e.

Mr. GARMATZ. Mr. Speaker, I yield
such time as he may require to the gen-
tleman from Washington [Mr. PELry].

Mr. PELLY. Mr, Speaker, I just want
to state for the record that the confer-
ence report was unanimously agreed to.
There is full agreement on the part of
the minority. We think it is a good re-
port and we urge that the House accept
it as it comes to the House for approval
today.

Mr. GARMATZ. Mr. Speaker, we
have no further requests for time and
move the previous question.

The previous question was ordered.

The SPEAKER. The question is on
agreeing to the conference report.

The conference report was agreed to.

A motion to reconsider was laid on the
table.

Mr. GARMATZ. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to revise and extend
my remarks at this point in the Recorbp.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Maryland?

There was no objection.

Mr. GARMATZ. Mr. Speaker, it has
come to my attention that because of
the emergeney in Vietnam the Defense
Department has first call upon the most
desirable vessels in the Reserve fleet.
For that reason, and also because in any
event the Department of Defense must
approve the release of any vessel for
exchange pursuant to the vessel ex-
change statute, the Maritime Adminis-
tration will probably not process pend-
ing vessel exchange applications after
the passage of this legislation which ex-
tends the program for 5 years, and even
if it does, I believe that the Department
of Defense will be reluctant to release
the desirable vessels. I am further in-
formed that the cost of reactivating
Reserve fleet vessels for operation under
general agency operation for MSTS is
running as high as $500,000 and perhaps
will exceed that amount in certain cases,
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It would seem to me that in the interests
of economy and also the expansion of
our private merchant marine, the Ad-
ministration and MSTS would be well
advised to permit trade-out of these ves-
sels under the Vessel Exchange Act.
This would eliminate any cost of reacti-
vation to the Government as the appli-
cant receives a reduction from the valua-
tion of the traded-out vessel equivalent
to the cost of placing the vessel in class.
But the applicant must expend his own
funds to restore the vessel. This would
also serve to upgrade our privately
owned fleet on a permanent basis. The
private owners, after reactivation, would
either charter the vessels to MSTS or
operate the vessel in other trades which
would release additional desirable ves-
sels for use by the military. I hope that
the Maritime Administration and MSTS
will consider this proposal and continue
to implement the vessel exchange pro-
gram.

HEART DISEASE, CANCER, AND
STROKE AMENDMENTS OF 1965

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. Speaker, I move
that the House resolve itself into the
Committee of the Whole House on the
State of the Union for the consideration
of the bill (H.R. 3140) to amend the
Public Health Service Act to assist in
combating heart disease, cancer, stroke,
and other major diseases.

The SPEAKER. The question is on
the motion offered by the gentleman
from Arkansas.

The motion was agreed to.

IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE

Accordingly, the House resolved itself
into the Committee of the Whole House
on the State of the Union for the con-
sideration of the bill (H.R. 3140) with Mr.
Froob in the chair.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

By unanimous consent, the first read-
ing of the bill was dispensed with.

The CHAIRMAN. Under the rule, the
gentleman from Arkansas [Mr. HARRIS]
will be recognized for 1'% hours and the
gentleman from Minnesota [Mr, NELSEN]
will be recognized for 112 hours.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Arkansas, but pending that, the
Chair asks the gentleman to suspend for
1 minute, The Chair has two announce-
ments to make and a couple of ground
rules to lay down.

Pirst, the Members are aware that last
evening the majority leader advised us
that since today is Friday, at the end
of the day’s business he would ask con-
sent to go over until Monday noon. It
has been a long, hard, hot week. All
Members wish to be with their families.
I do not blame you. That is an impor-
tant announcement to the Members.

The second announcement is much
more important to the Chair. The Chair
advises the Members that this is the
wedding anniversary of the gentleman
from Pennsylvania and Mrs. Flood. [Ap-
plause, Members rising.]

You are very kind. I assume that out
of deference to Mrs. Flood you are ap-
plauding. However, all the necessary
festivities have been arranged. Need I
say more?
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The gentleman about to address the
Committee has been a member of this
Committee and the House for 25 years.
He has announced that he is retiring
from the House. This is our loss. The
gentleman has been nominated by the
President and confirmed by the Senate
unanimously as a Federal judge. He has
been chairman of the great Committee
on Interstate and Foreign Commerce for
many, many years. He has presented
many bills of vital import to the Nation.
I am not sure of the date of his retire-
ment, but the two bills he is about to
present might possibly be his last major
presentation. The greatest compliment
and the tribute you can pay is to give
him your rapt attention.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Arkansas.

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

First. May I say to you, Mr. Chairman,
and to my colleagues, I am grateful for
the expression of esteem, which has just
been manifested by the distinguished
Chairman of this Committee. I do not
know what the date is going to be myself.

Second. On behalf of all of our col-
leagues let me congratulate the distin-
guished Chairman of this Committee and
his wonderful and lovely wife on this
occasion of their anniversary. We offer
our felicitations to them on this impor-
tant occasion and extend to them our
wishes for many, many, many more
happy and joyous years together.

Mr. Chairman, this is one of the last
of three major legislative proposals that
I shall have the honor of presenting to
my colleagues in the House.

Mr, Chairman, it has been my honor
and privilege to have served with our
colleagues in this House over the last
quarter of a century. This is no time to
discuss some of the feelings I may have,
but during that time it has been my
honor and privilege to bring to you, along
with the members of the great Commit-
tee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce,
over the years many highly important
legislative programs.

In my considered and humble judg-
ment, this bill which we bring to you
today is undoubtedly one of the most
important of the legislative proposals it
has been our privilege to submit to this
House. As a matter of fact, I do not
believe there is anyone in this House or
anyone in the country who can object to
or does object to, the objectives of this
legislative proposal, H.R. 3140.

Our committee has had jurisdiction
over matters of public health since 1795.
The very first legislative pro»osal which
was referred to the committee which is
today the Committee on Interstate and
Foreign Commerce was a public health
bill to protect the health and welfare of
the merchant marine of this country.
Down through the years there have been
many important legislative programs to
improve the health of our people and to
eradicate certain of the dreaded and ter-
rible diseases which have wrought bur-
dens and tragedies upon the people of
this country.

Let me recall to you that with regard
to some of these diseases that we have
faced in the past, such as yellow fever
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and malaria, today we think there is not
much to them, but many years ago there
was. Many of us here can recall the
tragedy that poliomyelitis brought to the
people of our Nation. What we have
been able to do about that disease in our
generation in the last decade is a revela-
tion. What a wonderful feeling it is for
you and for me, for all of us, who have
just had a little part to play in improving
the health and welfare of all of the
people of this country. We can rightly
be proud of contributing something to
the relief of the suffering of humanity.

So today we have facing the people of
this Nation the very dread disease of
cancer. Which one of us has not seen
our loved ones, our neighbors, and our
friends as they have lingered and finally
passed on to their reward because of this
dread scourge? Which one of us has not
seen those nearest to us suffering from
heart disease, which brings to the minds
of our people the suffering that humanity
endures? Just this morning I learned
that our former colleague in this House,
the Honorable Clyde Ellis, a former
Member from my State, who served here
for many years, was stricken with a heart
condition and is now in a hospital here in
Washington. Which one of us has not
seen those near and dear and close to us
stricken down by stroke? Those are the
three dread diseases that we are attack-
ing here today. I do not believe that
there will be any opposition to this effort
as we present it here to you today.

Mr. Chairman, this legislation as origi-
nally introduced was highly controver-
sial. It was highly controversial because
we had persons who felt this legislation
was in conflict with the fundamental phi-
losophy of the Government. They felt
the legislation was bringing into exist-
ence what in this country we have been
somewhat fearful about over the years;
namely, what has been termed “social-
ized medicine.”

Now this legislation does not provide
for a program that will now, or at any
time in the future, lead to socialized
medicine.

My hat is off to the medical profes-
sion. I think we owe them more than we
can possibly pay them. We have a
member of that profession on our com-
mittee. He has been invaluable, in my
judgment, and I have appreciated the
contribution that our colleague, the gen-
tleman from Kentucky, Dr. CARTER, has
made to this program as we bring it here
to you today.

In this proposed legislation, Mr. Chair-
man, we attack the condition that repre-
sents the cause of 71 percent, or a little
more, of the deaths of the people of this
Nation. I believe we do it in a way that
is consistent with our philosophy.

Our committee, in the final analysis,
by a voice vote unanimously reported this
amended bill to you for your considera-
tion.

Tnder the bill, a program will be estab-
lished under which applications will be
made to the Surgeon General for plan-
ning grants to aid people in working out
programs of cooperation between medical
schools, research institutions, hospitals,
and practicing physicians to help in
meeting problems in the areas of these
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three diseases. The program set out
under the legislation would support co-
operative arrangements between medi-
cal schools and their affiliated teaching
hospitals with research centers, local
hospitals, and practicing physicians,
under which patients could be provided
the latest advances in diagnosis and
treatment, and programs of continuing
education would be made available to
practicing physicians in forms more con-
venlent than existing arrangements pro-
vide. Our report points out a number of
programs already being conducted in
the United States which are similar to
the programs proposed under this bill.

The purpose of this legislation is to
help meet the problem faced by our Na-
tion arising out of heart diseases, stroke,
and cancer. In March 1964, the Presi-
dent appointed a Commission under the
chairmanship of Dr. Michael De Bakey,
known as the Commission on Heart Dis-
ease, Cancer, and Stroke. This Com-
mission studied the problems of these
three diseases for 9 months and submit-
ted a report in December 1964, which in-
cluded a number of recommendations.
Legislation was introduced to carry out
some of the recommendations of the
Commission, and after hearings on this
legislation, our committee reported the
present bill to the House.

A lot of opposition was expressed to
the bill during the course of the hear-
ings, principally by representatives of
organized medicine. We amended the
bill very substantially, in accordance with
the recommendations by the American
Medical Association, and thereby met
many of the objections which were ex-
pressed to the bill.

Most of the amendments that the com-
mittee adopted are intended to strength-
en local control of programs established
under the bill. Under the bill as we
reported it, local groups must get to-
gether and decide for themselves if they
want to accelerate heart, cancer, and
stroke control programs by increased
cooperation between local medical
schools and their teaching hospitals,
clinical research facilities, community
hospitals, and practicing physicians. An
advisory committee will have to be ap-
pointed which will include practicing
physicians, medical school officials, hos-
pital administrators, representatives
from appropriate medical societies, vol-
untary health agencies, public health
officials, and members of the public.
Many State and local public health de-
partments now have existing heart, can-
cer, and stroke control programs with
personnel and facilities which would be
valuable assets to this program both in
the prevention of disease and in the net-
work of diagnosis, referral, and after-
care. If the National Advisory Council
on Regional Medical Programs considers
the proposed program sound enough to
merit assistance, and recommends ap-
proval to the Surgeon General, the Sur-
geon General can make a planning
grant to the local group to meet the ex-
pense of developing plans for establish-
ing a local program of cooperation. The
local group will then make studies and
determine whether the establishment of
such a program is feasible, and if they
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determine that it is, they will then work
out a program tailored to the needs of
the locality. Obviously, a program to
meet the needs of a sparsely populated
State such as Wyoming would differ
from the plan worked out in a State such
as Illinois, which in turn would differ
from the type of program needed in a
State such as Connecticut.

Once the local plans have been worked
out, it will be necessary for these plans
to be approved by the local advisory
group. At this point an application can
be made to the Surgeon General for
funds to establish and operate the pro-
gram at the local level. If the National
Advisory Council recommends approval
of the program, the Surgeon General
can make a grant to meet the expenses
of establishing and operating the pro-
gram at the local level.

Primarily the program will consist of
cooperative arrangements among exist-
ing institutions. For example, the pro-
gram might pay part of the expenses of
establishing at community hospitals in
the local area directors of continuing
education. The program could pay ex-
penses of programs of continuing edu-
cation involving visits by personnel from
the participating medical school and its
affiliated teaching hospitals to commu-
nity hospitals. There are many ways in
which programs of continuing education
are carried on today, and under the bill
these programs can be expanded and
strengthened.

Under the program, new and sophisti-
cated equipment can be procured for
community hospitals, and doctors and
supporting paramedical personnel can
be trained in its use.

Research programs can be conducted
at affiliated research institutions and the
training of medical students, graduate
students, and researchers can be im-
proved through programs of cooperation
between the medical schools, the re-
search institutions, local hospitals, and
practicing physicians.

There is nothing really new in the pro-
gram proposed by this bill which we
have reported to you. A program very
similar to that set out in the bill has
been carried on in Maine since 1931. It
is called the Bingham Associates pro-
gram, and Members will find it described
on page 5 of our committee's report. A
similar program is conducted in New
York; a similar program is cenfered
around Columbus, Ohio; a similar pro-
gram is conducted in Wisconsin; there
is a very successful and imaginative pro-
gram of continuing education conducted
in Minnesota; and a program similar to
the one set out in the reported bill has
been carried out in the State of Iowa
since 1915.

Mr. Chairman, the American people are
fortunate in having the best medical care
in the world available to them in this
country. It is an unfortunate fact, how-
ever, that the most modern advances and
the best techniques in medical care are
not always available to all of our citizens.
The program established under this bill
will help bring the latest advances in the
care, treatment, as well as the prevention,
of the three greatest killers in our coun-
try today—heart disease, cancer, and
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stroke. We think the program to be
established under the reported bill will go
a long way towards making more gen-
erally available to our citizens the very
best in medical care.

Mr, LAIRD. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman from Arkansas yield to me?

Mr. HARRIS. I should be glad to
yleld to the gentleman, knowing of his
interest in the field of public health and
the tremendous contribution that he has
made in his position on the Subcommittee
on Appropriations having to do with mat-
ters of public health.

Mr. LAIRD. I thank the gentleman.
We are going to miss the gentleman from
Arkansas as chairman of this committee.
He has a great understanding of and has
made an oufstanding contribution to the
health legislation that this Congress has
enacted over the last 25 years. We shall
miss him as a Member of this body, but
our loss is the gain of the judicial branch.

I should like to ask the gentleman from
Arkansas this question. After going over
this bill, and the various things which
are provided for the various aspects of
the heart, cancer and stroke program, it
seems to me the authority which is con-
tained in this bill is merely a restatement
in different words of the authority pres-
ently existing in Public Health Service
statutes, particularly as regards the Na-
tional Institutes of Health.

The authority which we presently have
in the National Institutes of Health would
allow all of these programs. I believe
there is some need to put them together in
one place so that they can be reviewed
by the legislative committee on a regular
basis, but does not the gentleman agree
that there is authority to carry on at least
most of the program set out in this bill?

Mr. HARRIS. No; the gentleman
cannot agree to that because that is not
the purpose or the objective of this leg-
islation. Even though there are provi-
sions in this proposed legislation for cer-
tain research in the field of medicine it
in no way conflicts with the present au-
thorizations for research which we have
under the established policy of NIH.

If the gentleman would refer to the re-
port, on page 12 he will find a discussion
of the relationship of this program to ex-
isting Federal health programs. This is
to implement and supplement existing
programs. It would in no way conflict
with or try to supersede them.

Mr. LAIRD. I am afraid the gentle-
man from Arkansas misunderstood my
comment. I do not believe that it is in
conflict with existing programs. But the
authority in present law does give the
right to carry on these programs in the
Public Health Service. We have estab-
lished several regional centers for various
activities of the National Institutes of
Health and also for medically oriented
activities of vocational rehabilitation.

Take the De Bakey Center at Houston,
Tex. This center is regional in scope,
and we are supporting a good many beds
at that institution. Then take the Mc-
Ardle Center in Wisconsin.

Mr. HARRIS. I know what the gen-
tleman has reference to. There are sev=-
eral, which the report refers to. There
are a few programs that are already set
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up. These serve as an example of what
we intend to do.

Mr. LAIRD. But the controversy over
this bill, I think, has been over the fact
this has brought a new program, a new
authorization into existence, something
that the National Institutes of Health do
not already have.

Mr. HARRIS. The National Institutes
of Health, I may say to the gentleman,
has a setup for the purpose of research in
the field of medicine and public health.
One of the purposes of this legislation
here is to bring about the fullest utiliza-
tion of the results of research in these
fields—that is to fill the gap that exists
between research and application. What
we do here is to try to bring about a pro-
gram that will accomplish in the various
sections of our country the same thing
the gentleman speaks of in the New Eng-
land area, in the Texas area, and the in
the Wisconsin area.

Mr. LAIRD. These have been tried.
The gentleman from Arkansas will cer-
tainly admit very similar programs have
been tried in certain areas. They have
been successful, the clinical application
of research, the clinical data we have
made available. We have given the op-
portunity through the clinical applica-
tion of research in many areas of the
country. It has been tried, and it has
been successful.

Mr. HARRIS. We have given assist-
ance under these programs the gentle-
man speaks of. They are programs, for-
tunately, that have had heavy endow-
ments and contributions made to them.
Therefore we have tried to bring about
this kind of cooperation or cooperative
arrangement among the medical schools,
the clinical operations in the area, and
the hospitals in the area. I would cite
the gentleman to the example at Tufts
Medical School in the New England area.
That program goes back as far as 1931.
They have had many years of this kind
of an arrangement, under which the
various public health group hospitals and
medical centers cooperate together.

I repeat, Mr. Chairman, I do not be-
lieve that there is any conflict or over-
lapping whatsoever. This supplements
and complements existing situations we
have had in this country, to bring to as
many people as possible throughout the
country this cooperative effort in the
field of medicine and medical care.

We have tried to overcome the objec-
tions that have been raised to this pro-
posal. As I said a moment ago, when the
bill started out it was highly controver-
sial. But as a result of the hearings we
have held on this legislation and the in-
numerable hours and days that we spent
in executive session in our efforts to clar-
ify certain of the misunderstandings and
objections, we have In my judgment
brought to you a bill that is fairly well
accepted.

The American Medical Association is
the organization that submitted the
greatest objection. They testifled at
length. Their witnesses were outstand-
ing people. The president of that great
organization, Dr. Appel, testified at
length and we discussed almost section
by section the provisions and then ob-
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tained information as to what their fears
and objections were.

In addition to that, while the presi-
dent and the president-elect of the AMA
were in Washington and spent an en-
tire day with the HEW, there was a
meeting that was held at the White
House at which the Secretary of HEW
and other members of the staff, Dr. Ap-
pel, president of the American Medical
Association, the president-elect and sev-
eral of their associates and their techni-
cal people participated at a conference
with the President on this matter. They
had a very frank discussion as to what
their fears were.

The President met with this distin-
guished group. They wanted the bill
postponed until next year.

As a result of the conference to which
I have referred and other conferences,
innumerable amendments were offered.
I shall not take the time of the Members
to go into them further, but I shall
state some of the major modifications
that we made.

First. A statement in the title of the
new part 9 indicated that the legislation
was designed to get at heart, cancer,
stroke, and other major diseases. There
was some feeling that the title indi-
cated that we were going far afield, and
we would not know where it stopped.
So we amended the title to provide for
heart, cancer, stroke, and related dis-
eases. We limited it to those three major
diseases and any related problems there-
to.
Second. There were great fears that
there would be a major Government
medical program set up with clinies, cat-
egorical centers, administrative centers,
hospitals, and so forth operated by the
Government. So we decided that instead
of calling these by the term “complexes,”
which had developed an image of that
kind, we would refer to them in the bill
as “programs.” The bill provides for
programs utilizing existing medical cen-
ters, hospitals and institutions. We pro-
vide for cooperative arrangements
whereby medical schools in cooperation
with clinical centers in the area and
with the hospitals in the area, and other
health activities, shall set up an advi-
sory local committee. That advisory
local committee will decide. It will be
autonomous, and will decide this pro-
gram within an area. That program
will then be submitted to the national
council.

We amended the recommendation for
the national council, so that in addition
to other people expert in the field, there
shall be two practicing physicians on
the council, and they will submit their
recommendations to the national coun-
cil. The national council will then ad-
vise with the Secretary in determining
these programs. We think it is a built-
in protection to accomplish the greatest
good under the concept that we have de-
veloped in this country over the years,
and I think that is a good arrangement.

There is a third very important item
providing a built-in protection under the
bill. We did not provide for new con-
struction. We amended the bill and left
out the request for new construction.
We have construction programs set up
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under other provisions that we have
brought to the House recently and over
the last few years, including the Hos-
pital Construction Act that began back
in 1945 and 1946, and others down
through the years since then. We have
already provided those programs and
they have worked out very well.

As I said to the Rules Committee the
other day—and I stand on the state-
ment today—there has been no bill in
my experience which has become a part
of our public health program, reported
by the Committee on Interstate and For-
eign Commerce, that has not worked
out satisfactorily to all segments, in-
cluding the medical profession them-
selves. I stand on that record and I
stand on my experience in this House
that the proposed program will likewise
turn out to be such a satisfactory and
very important program.

Instead of providing for new construc-
tion, we provided for the situation in
which there might be a medical school, a
hospital, a diagnostic treatment center,
a cliniecal center, and so forth, with an
advisory committee approving plans.
This is a local advisory committee. It
might determine there was needed a
modification of an existing structure, or
a new wing for a medical school, as an
example, in which new equipment would
be necessary, for dealing with these
diseases,

That kind of program is permitted
and authorized. There is to be modifi-
cation and extension as necessary to
carry the program out, including equip-
ment, and including personnel who
would be trained and expert in these
fields.

Mr. WAGGONNER. Mr. Chairman
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. HARRIS. Iyield to the gentleman
from Louisiana, before I go to the next
major point.

Mr. WAGGONNER. This was the
point I wished to discuss. The gentleman
ilas, to a great extent, answered my ques-
ion.

Section 902 of the bill is the definitions
section. Subparagraph (f) defines the
term “construction” and reads:

The term “construction” includes altera-
tion, major repair (to the extent permitted
by regulations), remodeling and renovation
of existing buildings (including initial equip-
ment thereof), and replacement of obsolete,
built-in (as determined in accordance with
regulations) equipment of existing buildings.

The term “includes alteration,” in view
of the explanation just given, means it
really is limited to that sort of thing?

Mr. HARRIS. The gentleman is cor-
rect.

I refer the gentleman to the report.
We place a lot of emphasis on planning
by the local advisory committee, which
will be composed of people who know
what the conditions are locally and what
is available and how we can better meet
these problems. I believe that is a very
good approach.

Mr. WAGGONNER. I thank the gen-
tleman for yielding. That was not quite
clear in my mind, and I wanted to ask
the question.

If the gentleman will yield further, I
express my personal regret, as a neigh-
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boring colleague from the adjoining State
of Louisiana, that my good friend from
Arkansas is leaving the Congress. I
can say only that the people of Arkansas
are losing a voice in Washington which
I do not believe they will be able to
replace.

Mr. HARRIS. I thank the gentleman
very much for his generous comment,
I am grateful for it.

Mr. Chairman, there were a good many
other amendments. A moment ago the
gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. LAIRD]
mentioned something about objections of
certain people to this. I realize that
what he was attempting to do is to bring
out in the debate all facets of the pro-
gram, to show how there might be con-
flicts or overlapping.

In order to make a legislative history,
I believe that is a good thing. I thank
the gentleman for bringing it to our
attention.

One of the objections to this proposal
related to how the program might inter-
fere with the doctor-patient relation-
ship.

That is very important. That is ter-
ribly important from the standpoint of
the: people who are knowledgeable in
the field and have the know-how under
our present programs and the approach-
es to these programs which we have
brought to the people of this Nation.
We have the finest health of any people
in all the world in all history.

We do not intend—and I want to make
this abundantly clear—to cause any dis-
ruption or interference in any way with
the doctor-patient relationship. We not
only make this sure by amendments to
the original bill, but we later provide
that no patient will be accepted by any
of these programs unless he has been re-
ferred by a practicing physician. So we
approach that problem head-on in order
to make it abundantly clear that there
will not be any disruption of this tradi-
tional approach to the treatment of our
health problems in this country.

Mr. GROSS. Mr, Chairman, will the
gentleman from. Arkansas yield?

Mr. HARRIS. I will be glad to yield
to the distinguished gentleman from
Iowa.

Mr. GROSS. I notein the report that
the Comptroller General suggested that
his office be written into this bill for
the purpose of checking on the expendi-
ture of funds. Is the Comptroller Gen-
eral’s Office specifically written into the
bill as it is now before the House?

Mr. HARRIS. No. I know the sub-
ject was discussed and the gentleman
from California [Mr. Moss] who is usu-
ally interested in these matters, did go
into it with the committee. We decided
that there was sufficient authority under
the Public Health Service Act for this
information to be made available to
them.

Mr. GROSS. I would hope, if it is not
to be found in the legislation, that the
gentleman from Arkansas would have
no objection to an amendment which
would provide that the Comptroller
General would have such authority.

Mr. HARRIS. If I recall, in the dis-
cussions we had in the committee in
order to meet this problem we found
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that there was existing authority under
the present Public Health Service law.

Mr, WAGGONNER. Mr. Chairman,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. HARRIS. I yield to the gentle-
man from Louisiana.

Mr. WAGGONNER. Is this not taken
care of in the Public Health Service Act
itself?

Mr. HARRIS. I think that is what
we decided. We usually do that in new
legislative programs that come out of
our committee. I do recall that this
matter was brought up for discusssion
within the committee. If my memory
serves me correctly, we decided that un-
der a previous program which provided
amendments to the Public Health Serv-
ice Act, it was included and, therefore,
it is so intended here, I will say to the
gentleman.

Now, there are just two other matters
that I want to discuss. One is a matter
which, not to be sentimental at all, just
recognizes the facts of life as we talked
about it earlier. Heart disease, cancer,
and stroke, as I have previously stated,
account for 71 percent of the deaths in
the United States. In the case of peo-
ple under the age of 65 they account for
51 percent of the deaths. For example,
in 1963, over 1.1 million Americans died
of heart disease, cancer, or stroke. The
economic cost to this country of these
three diseases amounted to over $30 bil-
lion in 1962, This is both in direct cost
of care and treatment as well as the
indirect cost associated with the loss of
earnings. Now, this is a tremendously
important item to be kept in mind—$30
billion in 1 year.

An estimated 25 to 30 million individ-
uals suffered from heart disease in the
United States in 1963. In the case of
over 700,000 of these individuals their
illnesses terminated in death. The di-
rect cost in medical care and treatment
for heart disease in 1962 was $2.6 billion,
and the indirect cost due to loss of in-
come because of disability and premature
death amounted to over $19 billion,
These facts cannot be disputed.

Cancer is the second greatest killer
by a wide margin. Among children be-
tween 1 and 14 years of age it is one of
the most common causes of death.
Deaths due to cancer have increased in
recent years. In 1962, 278,000 Americans
died of cancer. In 1963 the flgure is
285,000, and in 1964 it exceeded 300,000.

Cancer caused 4 percent of the deaths
in 1900, but in 1963 16 percent of the
deaths were caused by cancer.

Mr. Chairman, we must have vision.
We must have courage. We must face
the facts now and for 10 and 20 years
hence. The cost of cancer in this coun-
try now is $8 billion each year, of which
$1.2 billion is the direct cost for treat-
ment and care, and $6.8 billion represents
the indirect cost due to disability and
premature death.

The third leading cause of death in the
United States is stroke, which is esti-
mated to affect 2 million Americans. In
1963 over 200,000 persons died of stroke.
The direct cost of care and treatment of
victims of stroke amounted to over $400
million, and the indirect cost due to dis-
ability and premature deaths over $700
million.
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These are the facts with which we are
faced today. Our population is expand-
ing. We have become an ur na=
tion and we are going to be faced with
more and more of these problems. We
have got to do something today.

‘We have got to organize against these
diseases that are attacking and will con-
tinue to attack our people.

Now, Mr. Chairman, giving you that
information, we provide a beginning for
If;lll]t; cooperative arrangements under the

Here is an example: There is a fine
institution set up in New Orleans, La.
There you have the Tulane Medical
School, the LSU Medical School, you
have Charity Hospital, and you have
other great hospitals within the area.
Nearby you have Baton Rouge. Then
not too far away you have Shreveport
with its wonderful institutions,

All of these can work together in an
organized effort that will make avail-
able, if requested, information on these
particular diseases to every community,

Mr. Chairman, as an example, in the
State of Louisiana now you can propose
a united effort of this kind. And what
do we authorize? What is the estimated
cost to undertake this terrific program?
Three hundred and forty-five million
dollars. That is all, for 3 years.

Mr. Chairman, you see, if we could
have a measure of success you could see,
even if you put it on the hard core of
economics, how it would pay for itself
over and over again.

But, Mr. Chairman, I would like to
say to you and the Members, our com-
mittee is not only concerned, but we are
determined, that these programs are go-
ing to be carried out in accordance with
the traditions we have established in this
country over the years in order that we
might continue to bring to our people the
finest medical attention of any people
throughout the world or any people in
all history.

Mr. Chairman, in my judgment this is
one of the finest programs in the history
of this country. We could give examples
which exist all around us. If we could
do something for people who have ex-
perienced dreaded attacks of stroke,
what a wonderful blessing it would be.

Mr. Chairman, we can say to our chil-
dren and our children’s children that this
will contribute to the future health of the
people of this country.

Mr. CRAMER. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield for a question.

Mr. HARRIS. I should be glad to
yield to the gentleman from Florida.

Mr. CRAMER. With reference to
these regional medical programs, is there
any benefit or are there substantial funds
involved for requiring that these types
of programs to be carried on, those pro-
grams that the area is desiring, be spread
throughout the United States and not all
concentrated in one area?

Is there anything to prevent these pro-
grams from being concentrated in one
area rather than spread throughout the
country?

Mr. HARRIS. If the gentleman will
yield, first, we emphasize planning. We
examined every area in the country and
asked them to organize an established
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planning program, with local advisory
committees, to start a program in con-
nection with the people in the area,
whether it be one State or more States.

Second. We expect that planning pro-
gram to be submitted to the National Ad-
visory Council. This National Advisory
Council will be composed of people who
will be responsible for seeing that this
program is organized in a way that in-
formation will be disseminated as early
as possible throughout the whole of the
United States.

Third. We provide that that be done
more or less on a regional basis. For ex-
ample, if you want to establish a pro-
gram in Florida it would not be antici-
pated that another would be established
in Florida because we would expect that
one to serve the general area.

Fourth. It is estimated one of the pro-
grams will cost approximately $4.5 mil-
lion a year. We would start out the first
year, from what we know, with approxi-
mately eight that will be established, and
for the second and third years some 17
or more.

These would serve as pilot projects dis-
tributed as equitably as possible through-
out the United States whereby it would
encourage others, and they would be able
to establish similar programs in an ef-
fort to ultimately make this available
throughout the whole country.

Mr. CRAMER. I thank the gentle-
man. I think that fully clarifies that
point.

I would like to ask one other question.
I have introduced for a number of years
a bill that would establish a geriatrics
and gerontology research, relating to the
diseases that are consistent with senior
citizens and older age. Of course, heart
disease, cancer, stroke, are of that nature.

Is it the gentleman’s opinion as this
bill is drafted and some of these institu-
tions would determine that geriatrics and
gerontology were such that were included
in these diseases and studied on a re-
gional basis, that they could qualify un-
der the terms of this legislation?

Mr. HARRIS. Only as it would be re-
lated in some way to heart, cancer, and
stroke.

Mr. CRAMER. To heart, cancer, and
stroke, and related diseases; is that cor-
rect?

Mr. HARRIS. That is correct.

Mr. CRAMER. Of course, those are
the diseases that are connected with
growing old; therefore, if they were re-
lated to those diseases they could qualify?

Mr. HARRIS. That is true.

Mr. CRAMER. I thank the gentle-
man.

Mr. NELSEN. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself such time as I may use.

Mr. Chairman, first I would on the
part of the minority want to extend con-
gratulations to the gentleman from
Pennsylvania now in the chair, I noticed
when he came in he was so immaculately
dressed, as usual, then I learned it is his
wedding anniversary. I am sure that
the minority would want to join with
me in extending congratulations and
best wishes to the gentleman.

The CHAIRMAN. I might assure the
gentleman that in my house I am the
minority.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

Mr. NELSEN. Welcome to the ranks.

I would also like to take this opportu-
nity as long as it has been mentioned that
our chairman, the gentleman from Ar-
kansas [Mr. OreNn Harrisl will go to
other fields. Those of us on the minority,
of course, want to wish him well. He has
been an outstanding Member of this body
and a wonderful chairman.

First, let us look briefly at the recom-
mendation which was directly responsi-
ble for H.R. 3140 and S. 596. The com-
mittee and indeed the entire Congress, as
well as the medical profession and the
public-at-large, had every right to expect
a lucid, well-reasoned, well-supported ex-
planation of the programs suggested to
carry out the President’s order to the
De Bakey Commission to “do something
about it.” Let us look at them. They
come from the resulting 114 page sum-
mary entitled “A National Program To
Conquer Heart Disease, Cancer, and
Stroke.”

The program had five levels of inter-
related activity. First were centers of ex-
cellence—$40 million in nonmatching
grants would be used by institutions at
their discretion to strengthen wvarious
aspects of their academic and research
programs. It was intended to “raise a
number of institutions of demonstrated
potential to a level of excellence compa-
rable to the few outstanding medical cen-
ters of the Nation.”

At the second level would be 30 medical
complexes, costing $250 million. They
are described thus:

Specifically, the Commission recommends
& major program of institutional grants to
university medical schools for the creation
of medical complexes which would involve
participation by community hospitals and
other health care facilities, by some of the
reglonal heart, cancer, and stroke centers, and
stations developed in proximity to each medi-
cal center, and by other community agencies
and institutions.

Now that you know what a medical
complex is, we shall go on to the next
level, the regional centers. Of these
there would be 25 for heart disease at
$166 million, 20 for cancer at $600 mil-
lion, and 15 for stroke at $85.5 million.
They are described as follows:

Each of the proposed regional centers
for heart disease, cancer, or stroke would
provide a stable organizational frame-
work for clinical and laboratory investi-
gation, teaching, and patient care re-
lated to the disease under study. It
would be staffed by specialists from all
the clinical diseiplines and the sciences
basic to medicine necessary for a com-
prehensive attack on problems associ-
ated with the disease. These specialists
would have at their disposal all neces-
sary diagnostic, treatment, and research
equipment and resources. The center
would also provide bed support for the
patients under investigation as part of
their total care.

Now we are getting down to the local
level. The Commission recommended
establishment of a national network of
diagnostic and treatment stations in
communities across the Nation, to bring
the highest medical skills within the
reach of every citizen. There were to be
150 such stations altogether. One hun-
dred and fifty stations would be for
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heart disease and cost $117.5 million.
Cancer stations would number 200 and
cost $225 million, and the 100 stroke sta-
tions would cost $77.7 million. To illus-
trate what would be done in such a place
the report gives an example of what
might be expected of a typical heart
station:

First. Immediate and emergency care
for patients with acute cardiovascular
emergencies.

Second. Provision of diagnostic facili-
ties for the screening of patients with
cardiovascular, including peripheral
vascular, diseases to determine whether
they will require the more highly tech-
nical facilities available at the larger
medical centers.

Third. Outpatient services for pa-
tients with cardiovascular and periph-
eral vascular diseases.

Fourth. Stimulation of interest of
medical students and practitioners.

Fifth. Training of physicians in the
community.

Sixth. Education of the general public
concerning prevention and treatment of
heart disease.

And there we have the basic units of
the system H.R. 3140 was meant to im-
plement. At first I was concerned be-
cause no matter how I read the report
or the bill I could not make much sense
out of it.

Dr. Dempsey of HEW, under question-
ing, finally indicated that the Depart-
ment had not bought the recommenda-
tions of the Commission after all. The
legislation combined the 30 medical com-
plexes and the 60 regional centers of the
De Bakey proposals in one level called
regional medical complexes and had
limited them to 30. When it came to
diagnostic and treatment stations the
administration spokesmen were mighty
unclear about what they were and how
they would operate.

By this time I had begun to realize
only too well why most of the practicing
physicians across the country were deep-
ly concerned about the so-called De
Bakey proposals. They suspected that a
whole new concept of medical care was
about to be brought forth. They visual-
ized the downgrading of the local hospi-
tal and the private doctor in favor of
Government subsidized and controlled
centers reaching down to the community
and drawing all patients in these three
categories into a huge integrated medical
machine. They could not be sure about
all this because no two people, doctors or
otherwise, could arrive at identical con-
clusions about the program.

I have every reason to listen to my
personal physician, Dr. Shepherd. If
I had listened to him more carefully over
the years I would be far better off phys-
ically than I am. He knows that no
program we devise here, even a good one,
will solve the basic problem of bringing
health services to the smaller communi-
ties of this Nation. All the talk of the
clinical approach, of advanced tech-
niques and sophisticated devices for diag-
nosis and treatment are just conversa-
tion in such areas. They will not and
cannot become realities for them. Their
needs are more basic. They need doc-
tors on hand.
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As the hearings went along and more
and more testimony accumulated it be-
came very clear that general practitioners
are not being created because the great
emphasis on specialization and the cate-
gorical approach to medical problems
discourages it. In fact, it began to ap-
pear that general practice is being con-
sciously downgraded by those of the
medical profession who should be most
anxious to encourage it—the medical
schools and the professional men of the
health sciences who make up panels like
the De Bakey Commission.

Dr. Shepherd and doctors like him
need support. The medical schools
should help the general practitioner in-
crease his competance in every way pos-
sible. This seems to be underway. But
a new generation of general practitioners
must be trained and encouraged.

I have the greatest respect for the dis-
tinguished members of the President’s
Commission. They are gifted practi-
tioners of the healing arts. I also have
great respect for the local doctor who is
ministering daily to the members of his
community. His thoughts and his con-
cerns about medical matters are also of
great importance to us.

And here is where we determined to
make some sense out of this legislation
which was brought to us out of a blue
cloud. Most practicing doctors wanted
the matter deferred until some of the
cloud banks could be penetrated and the
daylight of examination and discussion
could begin to press it into some recog-
nizable form. It seemed that it hung
over them like a shapeless genie, perhaps
good, perhaps evil. All of the phrases
thrown out, like rose petals at a wedding,
about preserving the present patterns of
patient care and medical practice did not
allay those fears. I agreed that more
time would be useful to allow the discus-
sion to run its course and supported a
motion to defer action until next session
of the Congress. This did not prevail be-
cause the White House cannot let Con-
gress do its work in orderly fashion these
days and apparently it was ready to settle
for anything containing the words heart,
stroke and cancer. Despite misgivings on
the part of many of its members, the
committee settled down to write some
legislation which could meet the objec-
tions and still make a start in the direc-
tion indicated in the original charge of
the President’s Commission. The result
is the bill before you today, which came
from the committee with full support.

The changes are many and they are
not mere clarifications or exercises in
semantics. They change an amorphous
mass of objectives into a recognizable
program which deals with units and con-
trols thoroughly understood by those who
must work with them. The bill now
talks in terms of medical programs, put
together by existing institutions under
the eye of a local advisory board. It talks
about cooperation and not coordination.
The former means voluntary involve-
ment and the latter infers an imposed
plan. It talks of hospitals and not of
diagnostic and treatment stations. The
latter is an entity not familiar to practi-
tioners, but we can all visualize a hospital
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and have a definite idea what it does,
what it looks like, and who runs it.

So the De Bakey proposals were
scrapped for lack of clarity and suspicion
of subversion to the American system of
medical care.

What did the committee substitute and
what changes were made? The report
on the bill accurately states:

Numerous changes were made in the in-
troduced bill by the committee designed
generally to better define the scope of the
program and to clarify the intent so as to
guarantee that the legislation will accom-
plish its purpose without interfering with
the patterns or methods of financing of
patient care or professional practice or with
the administration of hospitals.

This statement alone indicates the
magnitude of the changes and the fact
that the legislation as introduced was
miles off the mark. Here are the specific
changes:

First. Regional medical complexes
were mentioned earlier in my statement.
No one could even now define what they
are or how they would operate. The
committee substituted the term “regional
medical program.” At the same time,
all authority to use funds for new con-
struction, including replacement of exist-
ing buildings was removed. These are
referred to in the report as primarily
semantic changes. Do not believe it.
They remove the specter of huge, new,
autonomous institutions which receive
their funds directly from the Government
and quickly dominate every phase of
medical practice and hospital practice
in the fields of heart, stroke, and cancer.

Second. The original legislation al-
lowed for expansion for other major dis-
eases. The committee restricted the
scope of this legislation to related dis-
eases. That too is something more than
a refinement. We have no idea that
plans devised by the various States will
be the ultimate answer in conquering the
three diseases named. This is experi-
mental. It cannot guarantee success in
the war on heart disease, stroke, and
cancer. It will do well if, from the many
medical programs devised, we discover
one or two which have real promise.
There is little reason to leave room for
expansion into other fields.

Third. The term ‘“cooperative” was
substituted for “coordinated” wherever
the latter appeared. This helps to re-
move the prospect of domination of the
program by one large institution. A pro-
gram can be beautifully coordinated if
all the power is concentrated at the head.
What we are striving for here can only
work if all elements participate through
cooperative arrangements.

Fourth. Grants will be used for plan-
ning, conducting feasibility studies and
operating pilot projects for the establish-
ment of regional medical programs of re-
search, training and demonstration
activities.

Fifth. Diagnostic and treatment sta-
tions have been eliminated. The bill now
speaks of hospitals which participate in
the program. This also demonstrates the
basic character of the changes made in
committee. Now the bill refers to the lo-
cal hospital participating in a cooperative
program. We can explain to anyone
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what a hospital is by merely mention-
ing its name. Any citizen has a definite
idea of how a hospital operates, what it
looks like, what kind of people service it,
and who runs it. The fight against heart,
stroke and cancer will come to the local
patient through the people he knows
and trusts and through an institution
with which he is thoroughly familiar.

Sixth. This legislation provides for
advisory councils at both the local and
national level and in each case the coun-
cil must recommend a program before it
can be implemented or funded. Of these
two, however, the council at the local
level is by far the more important. First
of all, its membership is important. It
must include practicing physicians,
medical center officials, hospital admin-
istrators, medical society representa-
tives, voluntary health agency person-
nel, as well as people from other
organizations concerned with the pro-
gram. But even the best council will not
guarantee a sound program if that pro-
gram is set up before the council is or-
ganized and has a chance to act upon it.
For this reason the bill provides that the
advisory council must be organized and
must pass upon the local program before
it may be considered by the Surgeon
General. This should guarantee that the
plan worked out in a State will not be
lopsided, concentrating too heavily upon
one area of activity or placing too much
authority or responsibility with any one
institution.

One might also object to the spending
of $340 million in this fashion. It is
difficult to justify any certain amount
in detail. Grants will depend upon the
nature of the programs submitted for
approval. Probably they would soak up
any amount{ made available. The De-
bakey proposals suggested appropriations
of over $1.4 billion. S. 596 provides for
authorizations of $650 million. The au-
thorizations contained in this bill are not
small, although they do not loom large
when considered in conjunction with all
funds available to NIH. If the program
outlined in H.R. 3140 is to go forward it
is the best judgment of our committee
that the authorizations set forth are
about right.

I am proud of the fine work done by
the Committee on Interstate and Foreign
Commerce. The result of its delibera-
tions can be accepted with confidence
by the House. If it is decided that action
is necessary now I recommend the pas-
sage of H.R. 3140.

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. NELSEN. I yield to our distin-
guished chairman.

Mr. HARRIS. I mentioned a moment
ago that among the things I would like
to call to the attention of the House is
the thoroughness with which we went
into this program and developed infor-
mation on these matters.

One of the things that I believe is very
important is the fact that in March of
1964 the President set up a Commission
which had as its Chairman the distin-
guished Dr. De Bakey, to whom the gen-
fleman from Minnesota referred earlier.
There were 28 members of the Commis-
sion, and on the Commission there were
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14 well-selected doctors from points
throughout the United States. They
were men who are eminent in the field.

They included such eminent doctors
with lifetime experience behind them as
Dr. Mayo from the Mayo Clinic. Other
famous doctors and surgeons were in-
cluded.

We had people who specialized in the
field of heart, cancer, and stroke, some
of whom came and testified in a panel
with Dr. De Bakey on this program.

I thought that the gentleman ought
to have the benefit of that information.
The Presidential Commission conducted
hearings which lasted for about 9
months. The Commission heard 165 wit-
nesses, if I remember correctly. They
developed a tremendous volume of testi-
mony, approximating 7,500 pages.

That famous, important, and highly
specialized Commission of medical ex-
perts made its report in December 1964.
It made specific recommendations; it
also made general recommendations.
Out of the recommendations of that
Commission came the bill which I intro-
duced as the administration bill sub-
mitted by the President. There was
brought to us the original recommenda-
tion that we have for our purpose and
objective today.

‘We conducted hearings which lasted a
total of 8 days in July of this year. Many
of those hearings ran from morning until
late afternoon; then a number of days
were devoted to consideration by the
committee itself in executive session.

I thought probably we should make
that history abundantly clear to those
who will administer the program, as well
as those who are to receive the benefit
of it. I thought that, with the gentle-
man’s permission, this information
ought to be brought to the attention of
the House.

Mr. NELSEN. I thank the chairman.
After the original bill had been con-
sidered, the chairman did an outstanding
job and the bill was much improved.

Mr. ROUDEBUSH. Mr. Chairman,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. NELSEN. I yield to the gentle-
man from Indiana.

Mr. ROUDEBUSH. I should like to
ask the gentleman a question. I refer
specifically to the Veterans’ Administra-
tion hospital system. In the case where
a8 Veterans' Administration hospital sys-
tem has a teaching staff, assuming the
organization furnishing the teaching
staff—such as a State university—is par-
ticipating in the program proposed by
this legislation, would this program in
any way modify the entrance or eligibil-
ity requirements for entering a Veterans'
Hospital?

Mr. NELSEN. I do not believe so. If
the gentleman will restate his question
for the chairman, perhaps the chairman
can respond.

Mr. ROUDEBUSH. I ask this ques-
tion for the purpose of writing legislative
history. I specifically direct my remarks
to the Veterans' Administration hospital
system throughout the United States.
Let us assume a VA Hospital has a par-
ticipating program, a teaching program
where a State university or some other
hospital may work with them in treat-
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ing patients of the type covered by this
bill. Would this legislation in any way
modify the eligibility or entrance re-
quirements to enter a veterans hospital?
aler. HARRIS. No, sir; it would not at

Mr. ROUDEBUSH. In other words,
the VA could use this program without
modifying the rules and regulations per-
taining to admission to Veterans’ Ad-
ministration Hospitals?

Mr. HARRIS. Yes,
would not conflict.

Mr. ROUDEBUSH. Would it modify
the requirements of any private institu-
tion, such as a Masonic group or an Elk
group?

Mr. HARRIS. No, sir; it would not.
This is purely a voluntary program of
cooperative arrangements with institu-
tions in a given area.

Mr. ROUDEBUSH. I thank the gen-
tleman for his answer.

Mr. HARVEY of Michigan. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr, NELSEN. I yield to the gentleman
from Michigan.

Mr. HARVEY of Michigan. I should
like to ask the gentleman a question. As
one who serves on the Committee on In-
terstate and Foreign Commerce I have
been somewhat disturbed by the atti-
tude of the officers of the American Medi-
cal Association in opposing this partic-
ular bill at this particular time. As the
gentleman knows, I sit on this committee
next to Dr. Tim LEE CARTER, who is him-
self a practicing physician, whom I re-
spect highly and to whom I do not hesi-
tate to look for guidance on this bill, as
I did while we were conducting hearings.

I have before me page 19 from the
Journal of the American Medical Asso-
ciation dated September 20, 1965, vol-
ume 193, No. 12. On this particular page
the Medical Association discusses the
bill we have before us. It discusses in
detail the 20 changes which the Ameri-
can Medical Association suggested to the
bill and which we on the committee read-
ily adopted. Yet in conclusion this state-
ment is made:

While we cannot support H.R. 3140 as
amended, because we belleve it still intro-
duces an undesirable concept, the amend-
ments agreed to by the administration and
now adopted by the House Committee on
Interstate and Foreign Commerce certainly
make the bill much less objectionable.

My question to the gentleman is: Does
he know of any other amendments that
were suggested to our committee, other
than these 20 we adopted, suggested by
the American Medical Association to
make this a better bill? I sat through
the hearings and listened intently. I,
as one Member, know of no other sug-
gestions which were made. I believe we
adopted all that were suggested to make
this a better bill.

I ask the gentleman if he knows of any
others that were not adopted?

Mr, NELSEN. In response to the ques-
tion, I know of no suggestions that were
made to the committee. I will yield to
our chairman for a further answer. I
believe a representative of the AMA did
consult with some of the staff people, and
perhaps with the chairman, to fry to
arrive at some position relative to the

indeed. This
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objections of the AMA. I hope the
chairman will enlarge on that. It is my
understanding that an agreement was
largely reached on most of the points.

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. NELSEN. I yield to the chairman.

Mr. HARRIS. Let me say to the gen-
tleman as chairman of the committee I
am indeed grateful for the valuable con-
tribution made both by the gentleman
from Michigan [Mr. Harveyl, and the
gentleman from Minnesota [Mr. NEL-
sEN], to this program.

I am glad the gentleman has brought
up this subject matter. There were
other amendments, of course, that were
proposed, and they were very important
amendments.

The American Heart Association, if
my colleague will recall, did submit a
document in which they included several
amendments, some of them similar to
some of the amendments that the Ameri-
can Medical Association proposed, and
which were worked out in cooperation
between myself and the HEW people so
as to fit within the framework of this
legislative proposal. There were certain
other amendments that were proposed to
us during the course of the hearings. As
we considered this matter within the
committee itself, several members of our
committee offered amendments to the
bill as we went along.

So I will say to the gentleman that
there were a number of proposals from
various sources. While we are talking
about this, in view of the fact that the
gentleman from Michigan brought up
this bulletin of the AMA of September 2
and a news release by the AMA, if the
gentleman will permit, I would like to
call the attention of the Members to the
fact that you will find the entire bulletin
in the committee report at the bottom of
page T and the top of page 8. I would
like to read three sentences from this
report. On page 8 of the report the bul-
letin contains this sentence:

Many of the changes are substantial and

will allay many of the fears the medical pro-
fession had about the original bill.

To me that is a very significant state-
ment, which refers to the 20 amend-
ments to the bill that have been recom-
mended by the AMA committee.

Also in the news release it is stated:

Dr. Appel said he told administration offi-
cials—

Relating to the conference I referred
to earlier in the debate with the President
and the HEW people—

Dr. Appel said he told administration offi-
cials that passage of the original bill would
have been followed by a severe adverse re-
action from the medical profession.

Most medical leaders felt that the estab-
lishment of the series of medical complexes
initially conceived would have had a more
serious long-term effect on medical practice
than the recently enacted medicare law.

Ireferred to that earlier in debate. We
met the problem by establishing a co-
operative program, or rather emphasiz-
ing that this is a cooperative program.

Finally, here is what he says:

We feel we were successful in getting a
number of major changes in the bill which
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will help to preserve the high quality of med-
ical care and the freedom of hospitals and
physicians.

So to me there is a recognition of the
fact that the committee has worked in
cooperation with those whom we know
we must depend upon to make this pro-
gram successful so as to try to meet their
own recommendations and philosophy.

Mr. HARVEY of Michigan. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield further?

Mr. NELSEN. I yield to the gentle-
man.

Mr. HARVEY of Michigan. Let me see
if I can expand on that record. On page
8 of the report quoted by the chairman,
which is taken from the same journal of
the AMA here, it would indicate that the
committee accepted, as Dr. Appel says,
20 amendments to the bill as recom-
mended by the AMA. Now, by my count,
I have some 22 amendments that we
accepted. Could the chairman or a
member of the staff tell me whether 20
or 22 is the correct figure?

Mr. HARRIS. Well, I would say to the
gentleman I believe the correct estimate
is there were probably 40 or 50 amend-
ments which we considered, but some of
them were similar. As a result, we did
merge them within the bill itself.

Mr. HARVEY of Michigan. Mr. Chair-
man, I thank the gentleman. I wanthim
to know that it has been a very great
pleasure to the gentleman from Michi-
gan to serve with him as chairman of
this committee, and that I intend to sup-
port this legislation wholeheartedly.

Mr. HARRIS. I thank the gentleman
and again compliment the gentleman
from Michigan, the gentleman from
Minnesota, and all members of the com-
mittee for the tremendous amount of
work they have put into this legislative
program in order to bring out something
that this House, in my judgment, should
unanimously accept.

Mr. ROGERS of Florida. Mr, Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. NELSEN. I yield to the gentle-
man.

Mr. ROGERS of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I want to say, too, as the chairman
has stated very clearly I think, that the
committee considered this legislation as
carefully as any we have ever considered,
to try to take in all viewpoints. And as
has just been brought out in the very
recent colloquy, the practicing physicians
were definitely brought into considera-
tion.

I know that I had physicians from my
own area come to talk about this. We
talked about this program and I think
we have allayed their concern because,
when the legislation came out of the
Senate, I think there was the general
feeling that this was going to be a pro-
gram to build tremendous new com-
plexes all over the country. This is not
true. The committee wrote this into the
bill that this would not be the case.
Rather we are developing cooperative
programs for continuing education to
bring the latest methods to our local
community hospitals. That is the thrust
of this program as it comes out of our
committee.

Further I think the doctors were con-
cerned that Washington was going to
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say where these regional programs would
go, and so the committee took that into
consideration and we have made the
legislation provide that it will be the
local groups—and we have even provided
that the local practicing physicians must
be a part of this local group, to make the
plan before it is put into being. It
cannot be done in Washington. It has
got to be done in the local areas. This is
ae \it:!ry reassuring approach in this whole

I think, too, the local practicing physi-
cian that has to treat the patient all over
this country was afraid that his patient
was going to be taken to a great complex
and then he would never know what
happened to him, he would never have
any more contact with his patient. To
prevent that from ever happening, we
have written into the legislation as a
safeguard, in response to the physicians
themselves, that every patient who can
get any benefit from this program will
have to be referred by his own physician.
This assures the continuing patient-
physician relationship that we have al-
ways known in this country.

Furthermore, to give greater assurance
we have provided, as the chairman has
stated, that there must be practicing
physicians on the National Advisory
Committee. Safeguards have been writ-
ten by the committee to assure the prac-
ticing physician as well as the Congress
itself that we have in this legislation an
effective program to bring the latest
methods to the community hospital for
the benefit of the local physician to
treat his patients in the local com-
munity.

I think it is an excellent program. I
think you are going to see this program
have real benefit in bringing the latest
treatment in heart, cancer, and stroke
to the average community all over this
country so that people will not neces-
sarily have to endure the expense of
going to a big medical center, of which
there may be only a few throughout
the country, such as the De Bakey Heart
Center or other such outstanding centers.

So, Mr. Chairman, I would urge strong
support of this measure, and I am very
certain it is going to bring about the
great benefits that we can see even to-
day.
I thank the gentleman for yielding.

Mr. NELSEN. Mr. Chairman, I would
like to emphasize the point that has been
made by my friend, the gentleman from
Florida [Mr. RogeErs], that early in the
hearings I believe the general practi-
tioner felt a wee bit on the outside, prob-
ably because of lack of communication.
But under the terms of this bill he will
be made a part of that team, and that
is emphasized in the language that pres-
ently is contained in the format of pro-
cedure under this bill.

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance
of my time.

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. Chairman, I yield
1 minute to the gentleman from New
York [Mr. TENZER].

Mr., TENZER. Mr. Chairman, I rise
to support H.R. 3140 and to congratulate
the distinguished chairman, the gentle-
man from Arkansas [Mr. OREN HARRIS],
who has for many years distinguished
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himself as the guardian of the Nation’s
health, for helping us take another giant
step in that direction.

For many years before I came to the
Congress I was identified with organiza-
tions engaged in support of your chair-
man’s dedication to a fifth freedom for
all Americans—freedom from illness, dis-
ease, and disability. For more than 28
years I served as a voting member of the
New York City Cancer Committee of the
American Cancer Society. For 35 years
I have been active in the Federation of
Jewish Philanthropists in New York City,
a volunteer agency supporting 116 in-
stitutions, including hospitals, homes for
the aged, and institutions for the disabled
and chronically ill. For 16 years I have
been an officer and director, and for the
past 9 years, president of the National
Council to Combat Blindness—Fight for
Sight. I am a director of the Chronic
Disease Hospital of Brooklyn, one of the
largest private institutions for the chron-
ically ill in the United States. Because
of these affiliations and others, I was
motivated to introduce H.R. 9318, a com-
panion bill to H.R. 3140, and to appear
before your committee in support of this
legislation.

In recent days, as in the past months:
and years, we have experienced the pass-
ing of dedicated public servants, impor-
tant personalities, a close friend or
neighbor, an associate, a member of the
family—a victim of one of the Nation’s
three most devastating killers—cancer,
heart disease, and stroke. Such incidents.
serve as a constant reminder that our
struggle against premature death is the
Nation’s most urgent unfinished busi-
ness. These three killers take a toll of
1,300,000 of the 1,700,000 Americans who
die each year from diseases of all kinds.

This Nation, the richest and most pow=-
erful Nation in the world, blessed with
citizens of great skill, ingenuity, and ca-
pacity—capable of launching its Mariner
IV into space to travel 133 million miles
to photograph the surface of the planet
Mars while it continues on its predeter-
mined course.

This Nation, engaged in a war on pov-
erty, a program which seeks to eradicate
a condition experienced by a significant
segment of the world’s population from
the time of creation to the present day.

This Nation with its deep sense of re-
sponsibility not only to the underfed, the
underclothed, the underhoused, within
its own borders but which has responded
with great concern to the needs of the
poor beyond its boundaries and through-
out the world.

Such a Nation cannot and must not ac-
cept defeat in the war against the
dreaded and devastating killers—cancer,
heart disease, and stroke.

Health is a basic human right. Its
enemy—disease—respects no geographi-
cal boundaries. If diseriminates against
no one, irrespective of political belief,
social or economic status, race or re-
ligion.

Every program to protect the Nation’s
health merits the unqualified support of
every citizen. Such efforts are not Gov-
ernment handout programs, they rep-
resent a businesslike investment in our
most important national asset, our most
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valuable natural resource, the people of
the United States, Every program for
Federal aid to medical research, for the
aid of the mentally ill and mentally re-
tarded, for the training of doctors and
nurses, for the building of medical col-
leges, hospitals and institutions for the
care' of those less fortunate than our-
selves, represents a compassionate recog-
nition of our fellow men.

The history and record of medical re-
search is one which has paid off in great
dividends in lives and dollars. In the
last 20 years death rates from the follow-
ing causes have shown significant per-
centage declines as a result of research:

Percent
L S R A S eI LR gt e L - B4y 100
R RDOTOTIOBIE. o . oo e i i e s s g 87
T R S R RS S e 88
Appendicitis___ i 85
Acute rheumatic fever. - 20
Maternal deaths_____________ e 85
Whooping cough- - oo 83
BYPRILIES s STt Bl C il e s i s e 82

While significant achievements in the
field of mental health have been made,
there is still much to be done. Countless
men and women have been returned to
their homes, their families, their busi-
nesses—their usefulness to society re-
stored.

Medical research is responsible for a
decline in the death rate during this
same period, during which 215 million
lives have been spared—actually this is
the number of additional pecple who
would have died if the 1944-45 death rate
had prevailed through 1964-65. In-
cluded in these 2% million lives are more
than 1 million wage earners whose com-
bined earnings are over $6 billion an-
nually and on which the Federal Treas-
ury receives in income, gift, and excise
taxes an estimated $1 billion a year.

The marked advance in the science and
technology of medicine and its principal
byproduct—the Nation's health—re-
sulted in increasing the life span from
49 years in 1900 to 60 years in 1937, and
to 70 years in 1962—yet the late Presi-
dent Kennedy stated that ‘“‘America’s
health remains unfinished business” and
it is so regarded by President Johnson.
In 1961 in the first of three annual health
messages to Congress, President Kennedy
stated:

The health of the American people must
ever be safeguarded; it must ever be im-
proved., As long as people are stricken by a
disease which we have the ability to prevent,
as long as people are chalned by a disablility
which can be reversed, as long as needless
death takes its toll, then American health
will be unfinished business. It is to the un-
finished business in health—which . affects
every person and home and community in
this land—that we must now direct our best
efforts.

This recognition of the urgeney and
seriousness of the problem of the Nation’s
health has ofttimes merited the recogni-
tion from those in high places. The
drive to raise the standards of health in
the United States through medical re-
search will represent the most exeiting
stories in the pages of our history.

Federal aid and recognition of the
problems of our Nation’s health is not a
new concept. In 1916, the Democratic
platform adopted at the convention held
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in St. Louis, Mo., at which Woodrow Wil-
son was nominated for President con-
tained the following lines:

We favor the establishment by the Federal
Government of tuberculosis sanitariums for
the need of tubercular patients.

President Truman said 9 years ago:

In this batfle there is no room for political
or professional rivalries. In a war against
disease we cannot tolerate false economy—
we cannot tolerate timidity—we will not tol-
erate indifference.

In President Johnson's historic mes-
sage to Congress on January 7, 1965,
“Advancing the Nation's Health” the
conclusion reads as follows:

I belleve we have come to a rare moment
of opportunity and challenge in the evolu-
tion of our soclety. In the message I have
presented to you—and Iin other messages I
shall be sending—my purpose is to outline
the attainable horizons of a greater soclety
which a confldent and prudent people can
begin to build for the future.

Whatever we aspire to do together, our suc-
cess in those enterprises—and our enjoyment
of the fruilts that result—will rest finally
upon the health of our people. We cannot
and will not overcome all the barriers—or
surmount all the obstacles—in one effort, no
matter how intensive., But in all the sectors
I have mentioned we are already behind our
capacity and our potential. Further delay
will only compound our problems and deny
our people the health and happiness that
could be theirs.

The 88th Congress wrote a proud and
significant record of accomplishments in
the fleld of health legislation. I have
every confidence that this Congress will write
an even finer record that will be remembered
with honor by generations of Americans to
come,

On May 25, 1964, I had the privilege
of appearing at the public hearing held
by the State Delegation Platform Com-
mittee at the Garden City Hotel, at which
time I proposed that the Democratic na-
tional platform include a statement in
support of legislation designed for an
all-out attack on the three biggest na-
tional killers—cancer—heart disease—
and stroke—and for increased support
for medical research to guarantee to
every American citizen a fifth freedom—
freedom from illness, disease, and dis-
ability.

Accordingly, Mr, Chairman, I was
pleased beyond my poor ability to ex-
press, when the President of the United
States on January 7, 1965, sent to the
Congress of the United States his health
message, which included a specific
recommendation for legislation author-
izing a 5-year program for grants to
develop multipurpose regional medical
complexes for an all-out attack on heart
disease, cancer, stroke and other major
diseases.

The legislation which this distin-
guished committee is now considering
provides for the establishment of re-
gional medical centers—affiliated with
medical schools and teaching hospitals—
to ensure the most advanced diagnosis
and treatment for patients, as well as
accelerated research and development, of
training skills. Proper health care de-
pends upon the availability and accessi-
bility of modern, conveniently located,
well organized, and supervised medical
facilities and services.
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This legislation authorizes appropria-
tions of $340 million over a period of 3
years—a sum of less than $1.75 for every
American man, woman, and child to
start this program of education, research,
training, and demonstrations in the fields
of heart disease, cancer, stroke, and re-
lated diseases.

Mr. Chairman, I urge my colleagues
to join in support of this legislation.

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. Chairman, I yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from Wpyoming [Mr. Ron-
cALIOl.

Mr. RONCALIO. I thank the dis-
tinguished chairman of the Committee
on Interstate and Foreign Commerce for
yielding.

Mr. Chairman, I wish to associate my-
self with the statement of the gentleman
from Minnesota; I conecur with the ex-
pressions of the gentleman from Florida
[Mr. Rocers], and I am particularly
grateful to the full committee chairman
for having produced in several months
of deliberations what at first appeared
to be the work of an entire winter, in
consideration of the 20 amendments
wilﬁich have been added to this original
bill.

Mr. Chairman, I am one of the Mem-
bers of the House who also met with the
physicians and citizens of my distriet.
Throughout Wyoming I found the doc-
tors deeply concerned with the original
provisions of this bill and I now find
them relieved, and several have expressed
some gratitude that this bill has been
so amended by the full committee. It
is now much more palatable to the mem-
bers of the medical profession in my
State, if not admittedly acceptable to the
Wyoming Medical Association, Itwasin
the hope that these amendments would
be adopted that I had originally re-
quested that this bill be allowed to remain
in committee until the 2d session of this
89th Congress.

Mr, Chairman, I do hope the President
of the United States will be pleased with
this bill; I hope he can appreciate the
tremendous work that has gone into it
and I hope he will accept it as a capstone
of an unprecedented first session of a
Congress whose Members now feel that
we ought to adjourn and go home.

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself 1 minute.

Mr. Chairman, I wish to thank the
gentleman from Wyoming as well as the
gentleman from New York for their
generous compliments and their fine
statements on this legislative program.

Mr. Chairman, I believe I can say, with-
out fear of contradiction, that the Presi-
dent would be very happy to have this
bill as it has been reported by the com-
mittee and as we are considering it here
in the Committee of the Whole House on
the State of the Union today.

Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 minute to the
gentleman from New York [Mr. Fars-
STEIN].

Mr. FARBSTEIN. Mr. Chairman, I
want to congratulate the committee and
say that I am in wholehearted support
of this bill.

Mr. Chairman, in reading on page 8 of
the report, I see a statement from the
American Medical Association, as con-
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tained in its letter, to the effect that it
says this bill introduces an undesirable
concept.

Mr. Chairman, of course, I look with a
jaundiced eye myself as to any position
taken by the American Medical Associa-
tion. So I cannot understand wherein,
despite the fact so many amendments of
theirs were accepted, the American Med-
ical Association still expresses some
doubts about this legislation. This is
what I cannot understand, and I believe
I shall never be able to understand the
ideas, the views, and the concepts of the
American Medical Association.

Nevertheless, as I understand the bill,
it certainly represents a great step
forward.

Mr. Chairman, I wish to compliment
the committee for its efforts and I sup-
port the legislation.

I am certain it will pass unanimously.

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself 5 minutes.

Mr. Chairman, in view of the fact
there has been so much discussion over
the amendments which were proposed
by the American Medical Association
and accepted by the committee, I might
explain further that many of these
amendments were also recommended by
other groups and organizations, such as
the American Heart Association, and
other well-known organizations in this
country.

I want to make it abundantly clear
that even though we did work out this
bill with these innumerable amendments
referred to, we did not by doing so in any
way adversely affect or jeopardize what
was originally intended as the objectives
of this legislation. I want to make it
abundantly clear that in our judgment
the committee improved the legislative
program to accomplish what was sought.
I think we should keep this in mind.
We did not at any time accept any
amendment that would take anything
from the bill in order to accomplish
what we sought to accomplish as a legis-
lative program.

Mr. ROGERS of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. HARRIS. I yield to the gentle-
man from Florida.

Mr. ROGERS of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I would like to back up the chair-
man in the statement he has just made.
It is absolutely correct. I want to say
also I feel that the chairman did a mag-
nificent job in bringing this legislation
to its present point before the House to-
day because, as has been mentioned, this
legislation came to us with great con-
troversy. I do not know of anyone in
the House of Representatives who has
exhibited more skill in bringing about
the adverse parties to a consensus of
what should be done and what has been
approved by our committee than our
chairman, and I want to compliment
him.

I am sure all of the committee will
agree with me, when I say he did a mag-
nificent job in making this piece of leg-
islation an effective piece of legislation,
in conformity with what was originally
intended to help solve the problems of
heart, cancer, and stroke.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

Mr. HARRIS. I thank the gentleman,
and I compliment him highly for the
valuable contribution he has made to
this program.

Mr. ROGERS of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, in support of this important legis-
lation, the Heart Disease, Cancer, and
Stroke Amendments of 1965, we are
called upon to consider many vital issues,
but it is difficult to imagine any problem
which is more deserving of our best ef-
forts than the scourges of heart disease,
cancer, and stroke. Medical experts esti-~
mate that more than 70 percent of all
deaths in this country are attributable to
these diseases, and in 1963 these three
diseases claimed more than 1.2 million
American lives. Certainly we can agree
that the victims of these ailments should
be assured of the benefits of the latest
advances in medical science.

In recognition of the magnitude of this
problem, the President appointed a Com-
mission on Heart Disease, Cancer, and
Stroke to recommend steps to reduce the
incidence of these diseases through new
knowledge and more complete utilization
of the medical knowledge already in ex-
istence. That Commission, which in-
cluded many eminent medical experts in
the fields of heart disease, cancer, and
stroke, issued its report last December,
and the bill which we are considering
today is intended to meet some of the
needs cited by the Commission. The es-
sential finding of the Commission was
that many lives could be saved and much
suffering could be prevented if the most
advanced knowledge already in existence
concerning the diagnosis and treatment
of these diseases could be applied more
widely. The Commission report also
held out the hope that the extensive med-
ical research activities now underway
would be the basis of continued progress
in the development of improved means of
diagnosing and curing these dread dis-
eases, and that the need to transmit these
advances to the benefit of patients called
for additional efforts by our medieal in-
stitutions and personnel. The purpose
of this legislation is to meet these needs
in providing opportunities to make avail-
able to more patients the latest advances
in the diagnosis and treatment of heart
disease, cancer, and stroke. The pro-
posed program is a natural outgrowth of
the great medical research effort of this
Nation which has been stimulated over
the years by the acticns of this Congress.
This program should assist significantly
in the final payoff of these research ac-
tivities.

This legislation will carry out these
purposes by providing support for co-
operative arrangements which would link
medical schools, clinical research centers,
and community hospitals in regional
medical programs providing for research,
training, and for related demonstrations
of patient care in the fields of heart dis-
ease, cancer, stroke, and related diseases.
These regional programs will provide a
setting for improved means of continuing
education for practicing physicians in
advanced diagnostic and treatment tech-
niques. The program will make more
widely available the trained teams of
medical personnel and the specialized
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equipment to assist the practicing physi-
cian in applying these advanced tech-
niques. Patient referrals will be facili-
tated in order to provide access to the
specialized techniques necessary for a
particular case. Interchange of person-
nel between community hospitals, medi-
cal schools, and other medical centers
will be encouraged. These activities will
provide assurances that a close relation-
ship is established between the commu-
nity hospital and its related practicing
physicians and the medical schools and
other medical centers where advanced
diagnostic and treatment techniques are
being developed and perfected through
clinical research and teaching activities.

There can be little argument with the
objectives of this legislation; however,
our committee felt that the means of
carrying out these objectives deserved the
most careful consideration, We recog-
nized the already great accomplishments
of American medicine, and we wanted to
be able to assure our colleagues that the
legislation which we presented to you
would not in any way jeopardize the
medical system of this country which is
already the envy of the world. We held
extensive hearings on this bill and heard
testimony from many leading medical
experts, representatives of medical
schools, and practicing physicians. We
heard a number of objections and fears
expressed about the possible impact of
this proposed program on the practice of
medicine. My colleagues on the commit-
tee and I were determined to examine
this bill closely and to make the neces-
sary modifications to allay these fears
and objections. I want to express to you
my personal belief that the bill which we
bring before you today has been care-
fully modified as the result of our de-
liberations and is a much sounder piece
of legislation.

I want to specifically mention a num-
ber of the changes which the committee
made in the bill. It was clear to us in
our consideration of this proposal that
the success of this program depended
upon the active participation of prac-
ticing physicians who are the first line
in our battle against disease. We wanted
to emphasize in this legislation the need
to involve the practicing physician. The
bill already provided that a local advisory
group be designated to assist in the plan-
ning and operation of a regional medi-
cal program. We added the requirement
that this group must include practicing
physicians and representatives from ap-
propriate medical societies, as well as
representatives of medical institutions
and agencies. We also added to the bill
the requirement that an application for a
grant under this program must be ap-
proved by this local advisory group. We
specified that the National Advisory
Council established under this legislation
must contain at least two practicing phy-
sicians, and we added the requirement
that the National Advisory Council must
approve all applications before a grant
can be awarded by the Surgeon General.

The committee also amended the bill
to specify that patients provided care
under this program shall have been re-
ferred by a practicing physician. We
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added a provision which requires the Sur-
geon General to publish a list of facili-
ties which provide the most advanced
methods and techniques in the diagnosis
and treatment of these diseases and to
make such list available to licensed prac-
titioners. We also made a number of
changes in the bill which emphasize
the cooperative nature of these regional
medical programs.

Your committee also acted to correct
some of the misunderstandings concern-
ing the purposes and objectives of this
legislation. The title of these regional
programs was changed to correct the
misunderstanding that this program pro-
vided for the construction of a large
number of new medical facilities that
would compete with existing institutions
and personnel. To further clarify the
emphasis of the program, we eliminated
from the bill the provision authorizing
the construction of new facilities. It was
our belief that the initial emphasis of
this program should be on the provision
of assistance to existing institutions, and
that the program could be implemented
through the utilization of presently ex-
isting facilities or through the use of ex-
isting construction authorities.

We amended the bill to sharpen the
focus of these programs on the three
major diseases which were the initial
basis of the justification of this proposal.
We made changes which clarified the im-
portance of training and continuing edu-
cation in the effectiveness of this pro-
gram. The testimony which we received
emphasized the importance of these edu-
cational activities in carrying out the ob-
jectives of the bill. We also changed the
bill to make sure that research activities
related to these programs would involve
the application of the advances of science
to the problems of patient care. To fur-
ther delineate the program and to em-
phasize the involvement of existing in-
stitutions, we eliminated the provision
for diagnostic and freatment stations
and specified that the regional programs
would include hospitals.

Finally, in order to insure an orderly
development of this program, the com-
mittee has amended the bill to provide
grants for planning, feasibility studies,
and pilot projects, and we have limited
the authorization to 3 years and have
provided specific appropriation ceilings
for each of the 3 years. We believe that
these amendments provide a sound basis
on which to proceed with the develop-
ment of the program. The experience
gained from the regional medical pro-
grams planned and established in these
3 years will provide solid grounds for re-
evaluating the program at the end of the
3-year authorization. During these
years, extensive experience should be de-
veloped in implementing this program
in a number of different areas of the
country. The committee intends to
watch these developments very carefully.

I want to thank the representatives of
the medical societies of my own district
for their counsel and advice. I also want
to thank representatives of the Depart-
ment of Health, Education, and Welfare,
especially Under Secretary Wilbur J.
Cohen and Dr. Edward W. Dempsey for
their assistance during the remolding of
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this legislation. They met with the rep-
resentatives of the American Medical As-
sociation and discussed the legislation
and various modifications at length.
They were firm in their convictions and
articulate in supporting their views on
this important program. However, when
those of us on the committee requested
technical assistance in shaping amend-
ments the full competence of these men
and their staffs was used to make those
amendments meaningful and effective.

I believe that this bill, as amended in
committee, is a splendid indication of
the constructive results which can be
achieved when the medical profession is
willing to consult and work with Gov-
ernment in a productive manner.

I am convinced that the bill that we
are considering today is a better bill be-
cause of that cooperation. It provides for
a substantial beginning in seeking to ac-
complish these worthy objectives, but it
emphasizes the need to proceed carefully
and to evaluate this major new effort in
our battle against disease. It is my
pleasure to urge the passage of this legis-
lation.

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Chairman,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. HARRIS. 1 yield to the gentle-
man from Nebraska.

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. I am sure there
is not a Member of this body who does
not want to do all he can in the field of
heart, cancer, and stroke. Certainly I
do. I know this committee, of which I
am a member, worked very hard on this
legislation. That was brought out in the
testimony. :

I would like to ask the gentleman
whether or not there might be a severe
shortage of research people who would
be needed to carry out this program? I
am wondering if it can be met adequately
so that if the program is enacted into
law we will have capable people in this
field, and it will not take away from the
other research institutions that are con-
ducting work in this area?

Mr. HARRIS. The gentleman is cor-
rect. We did have the question of man-
power raised during the course of the
hearings and during our consideration of
the program. We feel the authorization
which we have provided will cause addi-
tional manpower to be trained to carry
out these programs without interfering
with the manpower needs in other fields
of health, and in the medical profession.
We feel that we have met that situation.

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Would the
gentleman say that it is going to be a
problem to get this additional manpower;
that it will take a little time?

Mr. HARRIS. It is always a problem
to obtain manpower because you have
to train them. That is why we provide
in this legislation a training program for
people who are to be trained in the medi-
cal profession and in the medical schools
themselves.

In that way we think we can increase
the manpower available and at the same
time give valuable educational training
to those who are preparing themselves
for this particular field.

Mr. CUNNINGHAM.
gentleman.

I thank the
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Mr. NELSEN. Mr. Chairman, I yield
the gentleman from Kansas [Mr. Sku-
BITZ] 2 minutes.

Mr. SKUBITZ. I would like to ask
the chairman of the committee, the gen-
tleman from Arkansas [Mr. Harris] a
question. Did I understand the gentle-
man to say that there would be eight
regional medical programs started in the
first year under this program?

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. SKUBITZ. I yield to the gentle-
man.

Mr. HARRIS. It is believed from the
record we have made that adequate
planning can be accomplished for rec-
ommendations to be made to the Na-
tional Advisory Council for approxi-
mately eight of these pilot plant opera-
tions during this fiscal year. We there-
fore provided the authorization in the
hope that that will be accomplished.

Mr. SKUBITZ. On page 10 of the
committee report, it states:

The committee has been informed that
there are eight programs in the United
States already in the planning stage which
are well enough worked out so that it will

be feasible to start these programs within
the fairly near future.

Will the chairman please tell us in
what States these eight programs are
located?

Mr. HARRIS. I will say to the dis-
tinguished gentleman from Kansas,
from the hearings and the information
developed for the record, it was indi-
cated that sufficient planning and con-
sideration has been given to indicate
the possibility of establishing such pro-
grams in the States of North Carolina,
Virginia, Ohio, Vermont, Iowa, Missouri,
and Wisconsin.

Mr. SEKUBITZ. I thank the gentle-
man.

Mr. NELSEN. Mr. Chairman, I yield
5 minutes to the gentleman from Massa-
chusetts [Mr, Ke1TH].

Mr. KEITH. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
support of this legislation. I would like
the record to indicate the part that was
played by the Massachusetts Medical
Society and in particular by its repre-
sentative, Dr. Robert Browning, of the
town of Plymouth, our Nation’s first
community.

When Dr. Browning first contacted me
about this legislation, he was very much
concerned with the fact that it author-
ized new construction of regional medi-
cal complexes which conceivably could
be imposed upon the existing medical fa-
cilities of Greater Boston. In Boston, as
most of you know, we have already a
most outstanding medical profession
which is already furnishing extraor-
dinarily fine service in the field of
heart, stroke, and cancer as well as in
other diseases.

They were concerned that rival fa-
cilities would be established in which
fees could be more modest because the
facilities would be federally supported,
and they could have an adverse effect
upon the medical services that were al-
ready in existence.

They came down here and presented
their case to me and in turn to the com-
mittee. I believe that in large measure
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their observations have been helpful in
the committee’s efforts to avoid the kind
of problem that could have been created
had we not amended the original pro-
posal.

It is my recollection that the De Bakey
Commission recommended the appro-
priation of about $1.4 million and it au-
thorized, or would have authorized, the
creation of brandnew facilities that
could have been separate and distinct
and, in fact, a rival to existing facilities.

The Senate cut the appropriation
down to slightly more than $600 million,
but still authorized the construction of
new complexes.

Your committee, further examining
this proposal, has eliminated new con-
struction and has cut the amount of
money down to what we believe is rea-
sonable and adequate to do the job.
Your committee recognized the need to
coordinate existing programs, and have
recognized particularly the role of local
medical societies and other responsible
local authorities in contributing to the
planning, development, and operation of
the facilities that would be developed
around the existing medical plants.

I think perhaps one of our greatest
contributions is in setting up an advisory
group at the local level, which has to be
in on the planning phase as well as in
the operational phase. This advisory
group will include practicing physicians,
medical center officials, hospital admin-
istrators, representatives from appropri-
ate medical societies, voluntary health
agencies, and representatives from other
organizations, institutions, and agencies
concerned with activities of the kind to
be carried on under the program.

There was an absence of such qualifi--

cations among those who initially studied
the problem. I believe that the absence
from that commission of those who had
experience at the local level caused some
difficulty and concern on the part of
State and local medical societies. I be-
lieve that, once they become acquainted
with the program which we have out-
lined in this legislation, they should be
satisfled and pleased with the efforts of
the committee.

Mr. NELSEN. Mr. Chairman, I yield
2 minutes to the gentleman from Kan-
sas [Mr. DoLE].

Mr. DOLE. Mr. Chairman, I take this
time to pursue what my colleague from
Kansas was discussing with the distin-
guished chairman, and that is with ref-
erence to the number of projects that
may be initiated the first year. On page
10 of the report, I understand there is
an indication there will be sufficient
funds available for a total of eight pro-
grams the first year. Does any member
of the committee have any idea or esti-
mate as to how many programs might be
in operation by the end of the third year
of this bill?

Mr. HARRIS. Yes. As was previ-
ously pointed out during debate, a 3-
yvear authorization for approximately
25 programs was made. I also state,
for the gentleman’s information, that
these are supposed to be pilot projects
in order to demonstrate throughout the
country, as much as possible, what can
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be done, so that similar programs will
be encouraged.

The administration originally re-
quested about 32. After consideration
by the committee, and after hearings,
the committee felt this would accom-
plish the purposes sought in this pro-
gram.

Mr. DOLE. I also understand there
is a provision which would permit some
construction in this bill. Could you ex-
plain this?

Mr. HARRIS. Yes. That is what we
are trying to do. We want to make a
distinetion between what would be con-
sidered new construction and alterations
or modifications, remodeling, and so
forth.

As an example, an existing facility
might need a new wing. Under this
authorization the new wing, or whatever
the addition might be, for the support of
this kind of program—itraining, demon-
strations, and so forth—could be a part
of the construction program. :

The gentleman from Texas [Mr.

PickrLe] has suggested an expansion of
the definition of “construction” which
would permit, as an example, a hospital
which wished to add two complete new
floors to the existing facility to add these
floors with aid under this legislation. As
I see it, that would come in the category
of new construction.
. If the facility is a medical school, con-
struction could be proceeded with under
the program we provided recently for
construction and expansion of medical
schools. If it is a research center it
would come under the construction pro-
gram we recently provided for research
facilities. If it were a hospital, it would
come under the Hill-Burton program, as
we refer to it. I appreciate the fact that
my name recently has been tagged on
to that, for whatever that may mean to
the program. Construction could be ob-
tained under that program to take care
of the kind of expansion, for a new con-
struction program, as proposed.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Kansas has expired.

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. Chairman, I yield
the gentleman 2 additional minutes, so
that we may thrash this out.

What we are trying to do is to assure
the medical profession and those involved
in these programs throughout the coun-
try that we do not have any intention of
going into a complete new complex idea,
of which they were fearful. We would
limit it to expansion and alteration and
modification and so forth to meet the
needs of the program.

Mr. PICELE. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. DOLE. I yield to the gentleman
from Texas.

Mr. PICKLE. With reference to the
expansion situation the gentleman from
Arkansas mentioned, the situation I had
in mind is not new construction in the
general sense. As a member of the com-
mittee, I agree that on committee we
agreed not to get into that field. I be-
lieve we should not.

The situation I make reference to is
one in which there is a research facility
being built now which is in the field of
research for cancer alone. I do not en-
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vision or make reference to a situa-
tion in which there is new hospital con-
struction. Under the term “construc-
tion,” under both the Hill-Burton Act
and the Public Health Service Act, I rec-
ognize that generally speaking “expan-
sion” would be covered.

I am hopeful there might be an inter-
pretation of the word “expansion” that
the situation I mentioned might be in-
cluded.

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. Chairman, if the
gentleman will yield, I would say in that
regard, in order to make the legislative
history, if that does not come within the
purview of the Research PFacilities Act,
which we recently extended, and in no
way interferes with or attempts to dupli-
cate that program, but comes within the
purview of this regional concept coopera-
tive arrangement, then the addition
would come under the concept of altera-
tion and modification, for this purpose.

Mr, NELSEN. Mr. Chairman, I yield
5 minutes or as much time as he may de-
sire to the gentleman from Iowa [Mr.
GRross].

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, as one
who lost both parents by the ravages of
cancer, I certainly have a great interest
in the subject of cancer, its origin, its
cure, and so on and so forth. I am not
necessarily opposed to this bill, but I
wish the report had contained some
figures as to the amounts of money
presently being expended through vari-
ous programs in projects and research
with respect to cancer and heart afflic-
tions. I regret that the report gives no
evidence of the hundreds of millions of
dollars presently being expended for this
purpose. Was this information devel-
g}l)ued in your hearings on this pending

?

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. GROSS. Yes. Iam glad to yield.

Mr. HARRIS. This question was
brought up during the course of the
hearings, and I believe that the gentle-
man from Nebraska raised the question
within the committee. We do have an
estimate that I would say is as nearly
correct as is possible. I think you will
find that in the hearings on pages 52, 53,
and 54. I think that will give the gentle-
man some idea about the extent of the
program on the part of the Federal Gov-
ernment in this field. Now, insofar as
the total amount of funds being expended
in this country is concerned, when you
take into account the philanthropic or-
ganizational programs, the National Can-
cer Institute, and the various regional,
private, and local programs that are giv-
ing a lot of study and spending a lot
of money for this particular dreaded
killer, I think it would be impossible to
say just how much the people of the
United States are giving to this problem
at this time. However, it is a terrific
amount, which shows just how hard we
are trying to meet the problem in order
to do something about it.

Mr. GROSS. Of course, there is such
a thing as overfunding programs. I
want them to have all of the money that
can properly be used for this purpose, but
here we are expending another $340 mil-
lion over a period of 3 years. This is no
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small amount of money, and there is no
indication that this will be the extent of
the expenditure. I would have no quar-
rel with this if I could believe that we
were not, through this new program, to-
day initiating duplicating research and
other studies that are already being car-
ried on. I am sure the Commititee on
Appropriations with respect to the De-
partment of Health, Education, and
Welfare has been more than liberal in
the granting of funds for this and other
purposes. This is my deep concern with
this matter here today.

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield further?

Mr. GROSS. Yes. Iam glad to yield.

Mr. HARRIS. I want to thank the
gentleman for bringing this important
point to the attention of the House.

For about 17 years we have been ap-
propriating large sums of money for re-
search. A great deal has been ac-
complished thereby. We have had many
breakthroughs. This program is to meet
a gap that exists in order that the results
of this research effort will be made avail-
able to the people throughout the
country. y

The gentleman is very familiar with
the program in his own State. The
gentleman may take pride in the fact
that in Iowa they started one of these
very programs away back in 1915.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Iowa [Mr. Grossl has
expired.

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. Chairman, I yield
the gentleman 5 additional minutes.

Mr. GROSS. I thank the gentleman.

Mr. HARRIS. Away back in 1915 you
started the nucleus of a program in the
State of Iowa that has developed over
these 50 years into the kind of a coopera-
tive arrangement that we hope will be
made applicable to other areas of this
great country of ours.

I could name many people, as I am
sure the gentleman could—in fact, one
of our most beloved and distinguished
colleagues had the benefit of this great
institution in Iowa and, thank God, he
is still with us even today. But I know,
and I know other Members know, that
from these 50 years of effort in the gen-
tleman’s own State there are many thou-
sands of people in this country who have
received the benefits of this program, of
which I know the gentleman is proud,
that has come from his own people.

Mr. GROSS. I am well aware of the
program in Iowa and of the work that
has been done. Of course, it was done
without this program. That is not to say
that I do not believe that program based
upon the achievements in Towa and else-
where would not be good for the rest of
the country. I am not saying that at all,
But I do not want to see duplication
where duplication can be avoided. Your
own report recognizes that there can be
duplication. This I do not want to see
because we desperately need to conserve
the financial resources of this country.

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. GROSS. Iyield.

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Chairman, I want
to commend the gentleman from Iowa
for raising this question. I want to as-
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sure him that this is one of the ques-
tions that very much concerned me dur-
ing the consideration of this legislation
in the committee, But I would like to
say, as has the chairman of the commit-
tee, that we went through this very care-
fully to assure the membership of the
committee that this will not duplicate
existing programs—that is attested to
by the fact that the bill came out with
the strong support of the membership
of the committee, which was well satis-
fied that this will not represent dupli-
cation of existing programs.

I should like to point to programs like
Hill-Burton. There is abundant need for
more hospital construction than we are
able to fund under Hill-Burton.

With regard to the research programs
I thoroughly agree with the gentleman,
These are well funded both in the pub-
lic and the private sector. I would point
out to my good friend that it is not the
intention of the committee that we shall
duplicate research or that this will ac-
tually be a research program. It is not
going to be. It is going to be a program
to disseminate information, to assist the
members of the medical profession to ob-
tain the fruits of research most readily
available to them, to have the new de-
vices readily available to them, to have
the new methods and the new machines
and the new laboratory facilities avail-
able to them on a regional basis for the
treatment and care of their patients.

For example, the gentleman mentioned
the misfortune that his family had with
cancer. I have had in my family a simi-
lar misfortune.

I would point out that this will make
available facilities for new devices and
new methods for identifying cancer at
an early date so we can stave it off; new
devices for the ftreatment of heart,
stroke, and similar conditions that afflict
human beings, so that these will be read-
ily available to members of the medical
profession.

Mr. Chairman, I would point out to
the gentleman that the AMA had grave
reservations about this legislation earlier
but, by and large, we have accepted the
comments and recommendations of the
AMA and have adopted amendments
suggested by them to assure that we will
not intrude into the practice of medicine
and will not engage in unwholesome and
unwise legislating in this field.

I share the concern of the gentleman
from Iowa.

Mr. GROSS. I thank the gentleman
for his comment.

It is my hope—and unfortunately we
are losing the chairman of this commit-
tee, Mr. Harris, at the end of the year
and I regret seeing him go—it is my hope
that whoever succeeds him will watch
closely the expenditure of these funds
in order that there be no duplication in
spending for this program.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Iowa has again ex-
pired.

Mr. NELSEN. Mr. Chairman, I yield
the gentleman 2 additional minutes.

Mr. HARVEY of Indiana. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. GROSS. I yield to the gentleman
from Indiana.
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Mr. HARVEY of Indiana. Mr. Chair-
man, I am interested to know what will
be the application of the provisions of
this act, assuming it is enacted, and what
the impact will be upon an institution
like the great Mayo Clinic, for example.
I know that Dr. Charles Mayo is on the
Advisory Commission. But I still won-
der, because a great many people from
my community, when they are confronted
with a real health hazard or problem,
the first thing about which they think is
going to Mayo's.

1 just wonder what will be the im-
pact upon a great institution of this kind
if this legislation is enacted.

Mr. GROSS. Iwould say to the gentle-
man from Indiana, if he is addressing the
question to me, that I am unable to an-
swer it.

I would like to inquire, very briefly, of
the chairman of the committee concern-
ing President Johnson’s Commission on
Heard Disease, Cancer, and Stroke.

Am I correctly informed that individ-
ual members of this Commission hold
contracts, Government contracts, for re-
search?

Mr. HARRIS. Mr., Chairman, if the
gentleman will yield, there are some who
have their own clinics associated with
the existing programs. There are some
associated with existing institutions,
which institutions have some contracts
for certain research projects; yes.

Mr. GROSS. Well, now, does the gen-
tleman think that this is proper? Does
the gentleman not believe that under
these circumstances there can exist a
substantial conflict of interest, when
members of a Government commission,
recommending a $340 million program of
this kind, themselves hold contracts, re-

‘search contracts, involving perhaps $1

million or more each? This has the ele-
ments of lucrative self-perpetuation.

Does the gentleman think that this is
a healthy situation?

Mr. HARRIS. Well, in the first place,
if the gentleman will permit——

Mr. GROSS. Yes, of course.

Mr. HARRIS. I do not believe the
President would have appointed either
one of these eminent gentlemen in this
field had there been any inclination or
indication that there was any conflict
of interest.

I do not think there is any conflict
of interest involved whatsoever because
this is an entirely different program, and
neither of these gentlemen have any-
thing to do with any existing projects
on research at any particular loeation of
either one of these so-called regional
programs.
Mr. GROSS. I can only add that I
do not think it is proper that members
of a Federal commission, charged with
the formulation of a program involving
the expenditure of millions of dollars,
should themselves hold Federal con-
tracts of any kind. Certainly they should
hold no contracts related in any way to
the subject matter of this bill and the
fields it is designed to eover.

Mr. NELSEN. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself 1 minute.

Mr. Chairman, in answer to the ques-
tion asked by the gentleman relative to
whether or not this would affect, for
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example, the Mayo Clinic, the answer, I
think, is emphatically “No.” It would
not in any way damage the operation at
Rochester. Actually, they would become
a part of the plan for further develop-
ment to extend to the country some of
the research and clinical application
research that they are presently em-
ployed in there.

Mr. HARVEY of Indiana. I thank the
gentleman for his response.

Mr. HARRIS. Mr, Chairman, I yield
such time as he may desire to the gentle-
man from Pennsylvania [Mr. REODES].

Mr. RHODES of Pennsylvania. Mr.
Chairman, I support this meritorious
legislation and wish to commend the dis-
tinguished gentleman from Arkansas
[Mr. Harris] and his committee for
bringing H.R. 3140 to the House floor.

As a former member of the Committee
on Interstate and Foreign Commerce and
a member of the Health and Safety Sub-
committee, I had the opportunity to par-
ticipate in the study of the problem
which this legislation seeks to meet.

I recall the testimony a few years ago
by health specialists who told our sub-
committee that many thousands of peo-
ple die each year of cancer in this
country who could live many more years
if we could make use of the information
and know-how we already have and if
necessary facilities to help these people
were available.

This is also true of heart disease
which annually kills thousands of eciti-
zens whose lives could be lengthened.

According to public health specialists,
thousands are being crippled for life
every year by strokes who need not be
crippled if we could apply present know-
how and provide needed facilities to meet
the problem.

Many citizens are receiving benefits of
our medical research programs, but many
still go to early graves and suffer crip-
pling strokes.

This legislation for community health
centers, facilities, and personnel will
bridge the gap between research and ap-
plication of our know-how.

It is a good investment in the health of
our citizens and a valuable contribution
in seeking the cause and cure of crip-
pling and killing &

The bill deserves unanimous support of
the Congress.

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. Chairman, I yield
such time as he may desire to the gentle-
man from Georgia [Mr. MACKAY].

Mr. MACEKAY. Mr. Chairman, I take
great pleasure in joining my distin-
guished colleagues in recommending for
passage H.R. 3140, as amended by the
House Committee on Interstate and For-
eign Commerce.

I am particularly pleased with the sub-
stantial changes in the introduced bill
which have been made by the committee
to define the scope of the program more
precisely and to clarify its intent. These
amendments guarantee that the legisla-
tion will accomplish its purposes without
interfering with present patterns of pa-
tient care and professional practice. Our
medical care is among the best in the
world. Our physicians have made tre-
mendous contributions to the well-being
of our citizens. It would indeed be fool-
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ish for the Congress to attempt to im-
pose on our medical scientists or practi-
tioners any program which, in any way,
would attempt to restrict or direct from
Washington their activities to promote
the health of Americans, young and old.

The local nature of the program au-
thorized under the proposed legislation
is clearly stressed. Its primary thrust is
to facilitate arrangements among exist-
ing institutions. No large Federal fa-
cilities, staffed by Federal employees,
will be constructed throughout the coun-
try according to a master plan developed
in Washington. Instead, local commu-
nity hospitals and practicing physicians
will be linked, at their request, with
medical schools and affiliated teaching
hospitals. These cooperative arrange-
ments will enable the family doctor to
put within reach of each of his patients
the latest advances in diagnosing and
treating disease.

The committee has taken great care
to spell out ways by which local control
of the programs conducted under the
proposed bill is assured. Their concern
is most evident in the designation of
advisory groups on the local level which
must approve any grant application be-
fore it can be acted upon by the National
Adyvisory Council and the Surgeon Gen-
eral. The bill states that these local ad-
visory groups must include practicing
physicians, medical center officials, hos-
pital administrators, representatives
from appropriate medical societies, vol-
untary health agencies and other orga-
nizations concerned with the program.

It is intended that there will be care-
ful planning before a program is ap-
proved in any area. The planning, the
conduct of feasibility studies, and the
operation of pilot projects will all be car-
ried out by local participating institu-
tions and professional organizations. It
is anticipated that projects to be under-
taken will be quite varied, depending
upon the region of the country and the
nature of existing facilities. Even when
a regional medical program has been
funded under this legislation, planning
will continue in the area which it serves.
In this manner, those closest to a pro-
gram will be able to modify or expand
arrangements in order to meet changing
problems in local communities.

The bill further specifies that patients
provided care under the regional medical
programs must be referred by a practic-
ing physician. I am told that this is a
customary arrangement at research in-
stitutions such as the Clinical Center at
the National Institutes of Health. Thus,
in the words of the committee report:

Except in the case of those patients who,
after referral to a facility, receive care in-
cident to research, training, or demonstra-
tions, the legislation will have no effect one
way or the other upon the patterns, or
methods of financing, of patient care.

It is my understanding, Mr. Chairman,
that there are already in existence a
number of programs similar to those pro-
posed under this bill. My distinguished
colleagues from Maine and other New
England States could tell us of the Bing-
ham Associates program begun in 1931.
Others could describe imaginative coop-
erative medical research, education, and
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service programs in such States as New
York, Wisconsin, and Iowa.

~In every instance the development of
these cooperative programs has en-
hanced the quality and quantity of med-
ical care available to all patients in the
communities within reach. Such devel-
opment has not interfered with the prac-
tice of medicine in these localities other
than to attract physicians to them. For
alert, forward-looking practitioners can-
not help but be drawn by the opportuni-
ties such programs provide for continu-
ing education, specialized training, and
supportive services.

Mr. Chairman, I am convinced that
this bill, as amended, is designed to
strengthen the Nation’s health resources,
to make the best use of the resources we
now have, and to assist the doctor in
ttgae care of his patient. I urge its adop-

on.

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
who desire to do so may extend their re-
marks at this point in the Recorp on the
pending legislation.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Arkansas?

There was no objection.

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Chairman, I am
pleased to speak in behalf of H.R. 3140,
a bill to amend the Public Health Service
Act to assist in combating heart disease,
cancer, stroke, and related diseases
through a program of grants. The prin-
cipal purpose of the bill is to provide for
the establishment of locally adminis-
tered programs of cooperation between
medical schools, clinical research insti-
tutions, and hospitals. If is hoped that
through these programs research may
be advanced, personnel trained, and the
latest advances brought to the care of
patients suffering from these disorders.

The bill is of great importance, be-
cause of the appalling toll exacted by
these diseases from the people of the
United States in death, disability, and
economic burden. Heart disease, cancer,
and stroke are overwhelmingly the lead-
ing causes of death today. In 1963, these
diseases accounted for 71 percent of all
deaths in the Nation. Compared with
them, all the other hazards of man—in-
fectious diseases, accidents, congenital,
and nutritional disorders—fade into
insignificance.

Heart disease and stroke accounted
for 994,747 recorded deaths in 1963. In
addition to their dominance as a cause
of death, these diseases are the cause of
extremely widespread illness and dis-
ability. Studies conducted by the Na-
tional Health Survey of the U.S. Public
Health Service in 1960-62 indicate that
an estimated 14.6 million adults suffered
from definite heart disease, and nearly
as many were suspected cases. Over 2
million Americans are currently disabled
because of stroke and there are over
400,000 new cases each year.

The economic cost to the Nation of
any disease may be measured in terms
of its direct costs in diagnosis, treat-
ment, and rehabilitation, and the indi-
rect costs associated with loss of earn-
ings due to disability and premature
death. Heart disease, with its enormous
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death toll and still greater prevalence as
a chronic disabling condition, imposes a
multibillion dollar burden on the econ-
omy each year. Direct expenditures for
hospital and nursing home care, phy-
sicians’ services, drugs, and other med-
ical services for persons with heart dis-
ease amounted to $2.6 billion in 1962. To
this must be added the immense eco-
nomic burden of lost output. In 1962,
540,000 man-years, or the equivalent of
$2.5 billion, were lost during that year
through disability from heart disease.
Calculations of losses resulting from
premature deaths reach really astro-
nomic proportions, amounting, when
added to direct costs and output losses,
to 4 percent of GNP.

Cancer is the cause of 16 percent of
all deaths in the United States, amount-
ing to about 300,000 in 1964, and the
rate is rising. About 830,000 people in
the Nation are under treatment for can-
cer, and on the basis of current trends,
it can be assumed that about 48 million
people now living will become cancer
sufferers. While the rise of cancer as
a health menace can be charged in large
part to the changing age composition
of our population, substantial percent-
ages of cancer deaths are in the younger
age groups. In 1963, 45 percent were in
age groups under 65, and 9 percent were
in age groups under 45. Cancer is a
leading cause of death in children be-
tween 1 and 14 years.

The economic toll from cancer also
runs into billions annually. Direct costs
of diagnosis, treatment, and care were
estimated at $1.2 billion in 1962. The
estimate for lost output was 221,000
man-years, or $1 billion. Summing
direct costs and losses of output through
disability, we get an estimate of $8 bil-
lion, or 1.4 percent of GNP for 1962.

More sudden and dramafic than can-
cer, and usually more sudden than heart
disease, stroke looms as the third great
health menace of our generation. Its
death toll is not far behind that of can-
cer, and more than double that of ac-
cidents, the fourth-ranking cause. The
proportion of disabled persons in rela-
tion to the total stricken is high in the
case of stroke, as 8 out of 10 stroke vie-
tims survive the acute initial phase of
the disease.

Direct costs of stroke are estimated on
the same bases as above at $440 million
annually. Output losses resulting from
disability and premature death are esti-
mated at $700 million for 1962.

Statistics are useful tools for review-
ing the problem of heart disease, cancer,
and stroke in terms of deaths, disability,
and financial loss. They are of course
quite useless for measuring the suffer-
ing and the human loss. There are no
measures for these.

Fully as great a problem as the simple
fact of the existence of these three health
menaces is the problem of applying what
knowledge we have to them. Several
hundred thousand unnecessary deaths
occur each year from heart disease, can-
cer, and stroke. Even the well-publicized
advances are not reaching all of our peo-
ple. Until a few years ago, victims of
certain congenital heart defects were
doomed to die in infancy; now they are
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growing up toward productive adult-
hood. Until recently, 9 out of 10 persons
who developed the disease known as
aneurysm were dead within 5 years; now
7 out of 10 who receive the benefit of new
surgical advances are alive and well at
the end of 5 years. Until development
of the smear test, cancer of the cervix
could rarely be diagnosed until too late
for successful treatment. Now there is
almost 100 percent survival and cure
for those who receive early diagnosis and
treatment. But tragically, babies still die
of congenital defects; patients still die
of aneurysms; 14,000 women still die
each year of uterine cancer. Of the more
than 2 million Americans currently dis-
abled because of stroke, a large ma-
jority could be helped through intensive
modern rehabilitative care. Many of
these people have not been reached by
scientific medicine.

As a nation we can look with pride on
our health resources, and particularly
on the rapid increase in the rate of their
development in the past 20 years. But
it has not been enough. Thanks in large
measure to the Hill-Burton program,
more than 7,000 hospitals and other cen-
ters for medical service, providing more
than 300,000 beds, have been built since
World War II. But there are serious bed
shortages in many suburban areas; many
older hospitals have deteriorated physi-
cally; and many beds in general hospitals
are being occupied by patients with long-
term illness who could be better and more
economically served in facilities specially
designed to meet their needs. Thanks to
the Health Professions Educational As-
sistance Act, substantial financial assist-
ance can now begin to be brought to bear
on the construction of new medical
schools and the expansion of existing
schools. There is thus the prospect that
our physician output can be increased
from the present figure of about 7,700
per year to about 9,000 per year by 1975.
But this will fall far short of meeting
the need arising from population growth.

Faced both with shortages and some
maldistribution of our health resources,
we are struck with the obvious and over-
riding need for coordination of effort.
H.R. 3140 seeks to aid in achieving pre-
cisely this. Itisanimaginative response
to an immense national challenge. We
can well afford this program and the
people will enthusiastically support in-
creased expenditures intended to save
lives today and produce more lifesaving
knowledge for tomorrow.

Mr. BURLESON. Mr. Chairman, this
bill proposes to establish a massive Fed-
eral arrangement of medical centers to
deal with the problems of heart disease,
cancer, stroke, and other related diseases.

All of us agree with the stated objec-
tive of this proposed legislation. All of
us are against heart disease, all of us are
against stroke, all of us are against can-
cer. If I thought that this bill actually
would make any headway, however
slight, against these serious health prob-
lems, I would be the first to support it.

This bill will not prevent heart at-
tacks. It will not prevent strokes. It
will not prevent cancer. In fact, it is by
no means beyond the realm of possibility
that the program proposed in this bill, if

September 24, 1965

adopted, would make it even more diffi-
cult for many Americans to get a doctor
quickly when they are stricken by a se-
rious ailment.

There are fundamental reasons why
this bill is bad legislation, why it should
be rejected by the House of Representa-
tives and sent back to the Committee on
Interstate and Foreign Committee for
more study and evaluation.

I shall confine myself to comment on
one aspect of H.R. 3140 which is in itself
full and sufficient reason to vote “no”
on this proposal.

I refer to the fact that this proposal, if
adopted and fully implemented, would
sweep a large group >f American physi-
clans into these regional centers and
leave the rest of the Nation with few
doctors.

The creation of regional medical cen-
ters will discourage physicians from lo-
cating in suburban or rural areas.

The Subcommittee on Manpower of
the President’s Commission recognized
the need for a wide distribution of gen-
eral practitioners. The enactment of
H.R. 3140, in the face of this need, would
have the effect of stimulating heavy em-
phasis toward the medical centers and
away from local practice.

The rural areas of this Nation, in
which there already is widespread need
for the upgrading of medical care, would
suffer the most. This legislation, with
its heavy emphasis on concentration of
the best doctors in these medical centers,
would undoubtedly make it even more
difficult to persuade young physicians to
settle in the small towns and smaller
cities across the land.

In fact, the whole program would
stimulate the decline of the family
doctor. He would become a second-class
citizen in the medical world. He would
be consulted only for colds and fiu, or
to lance a carbuncle, or to remove a fish-
hook. For anything more complicated,
his patients would head for the nearest
big medical center.

Those concerned with physician place-
ment, with the programs of obtaining
physicians to practice in smaller com-
munities, tell me that many communi-
ties already have lost their physicians
because they called him only in emer-
gencies, going to physicians in large
metropolitan areas the remainder of the
time.

The doctor does not want to be a sec-
ond-class citizen in his profession any
more than the rest of us. When a young
man completing his medical education
looks around for a place to begin his
practice, do you think he will move to
a community in which his practice will
be largely the treating of trivial ail-
ments?

Do you think he will be interested in
spending long hours stitching up the
cuts and salving the bruises of the chil-
dren in his community, only to have his
patients leave. him when they become
really sick?

The American doctor is a highly
trained scientist. He spends many years
learning how to do all that medical sci-
ence can do for victims of heart dis-
ease, stroke, cancer, and all of the other
ailments that beset mankind. He reads
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the professional journals, he attends
medical conventions, he confers with his
colleagues—all so that he can bring the
best possible care to his patients. If
the opportunity to apply these years of
research and study and learning is re-
stricted or largely denied him, his natu-
ral inclination will be to go where the
opportunity is broader.

And the sad thing about a situation
like this is that the chances are very
good that the patient will not be much,
if any, better off by going hundreds of
miles away to a regional medical center.
The men and women in that center
would not be able to prevent heart dis-
ease, they would not be able to cure a
stroke victim, they would not be able to
cure most cancers.

If HR. 3140 should become law, it
would be only a few years until most
rural areas, many small towns, many
suburbs would be almost without any
doctors at all. The bright young men
would head for the new Federal center,

and in some parts of the country these

would be far, far away.

We need more doctors in the country
and in the small towns, not less. We
need to encourage young physicians to
practice in the small towns and in the
country, not discourage them. We need
to keep physicians close to their patients,
not send them far away.

Mr. Chairman, I urge that you join
with me in voting that HR. 3140 be
returned to the Committee on Interstate
and Foreign Commerce in order that suf-
ficient time to study and evaluate this
important subject can be made.

Mr. HELSTOSKI. Mr. Chairman, I
rise in support of H.R. 3140, legislation
to encourage and assist in the establish-
ment of regional centers for research,
training, and demonstration of patient
care primarily in the fields of heart dis-
ease, cancer, and stroke.

My support of this legislation has been
previously indicated through the intro-
duction of my bill (HR. 9536), dealing
with this subject.

This is a matter which painfully
touches our lives. Nearly 15 million peo-
ple suffer from heart disease which, to-
gether with strokes, is the cause of more
than half the deaths in this country each
year.

In 1962, deaths from arteriosclerosis,
including heart attacks and strokes and
hypertension totaled nearly 889,000, or 51
percent of all the deaths reported in that
year. Over 215,000 or 24.2 percent of
these deaths were in the working group,
that is in the 25 to 64 age group. Over
672,000 deaths were in the over 65 years
of age group, and only 1,510 deaths oc-
curred in the age groups under 25.

What does this loss in the working age
group mean to our national economy?
If these 215,000 people who died between
the ages of 25 and 64 had been able to live
an extra, healthy year, they could have
earned over $1 billion in that year alone.
The Federal Government could have
gained in that 1 year approximately $190
million in income tax revenue on these
earnings.

What are the needs in the fight of
combating heart disease?
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First. More funds for research train-
ing, community health services, and edu-
cation in this field are urgently needed
both in the United States and worldwide.

Second. A simple method for early de-
tection and diagnosis of this disease must
be found, as well as better methods of
geatment cures and methods of preven-

on.

Third. Itis essential that the technical
language presently in use in the field of
heart disease be simplified and the ter-
minology made uniform and understand-
able to the lay public.

The No. 2 killer of our people is can-
cer., There were 277,110 Americans who
died of cancer in 1962, or about 1 out of
every 6 deaths. It is estimated that 48
million people now alive in this country
will eventually have cancer unless pre-
ventative measures are found. TUnless
new treatments and cures are found, one
person in every six will die from cancer.

What is the economic loss from can-
cer? Each year cancer costs the na-
tional economy nearly 50,000 man-years
of productivity. Cancer also costs Amer-
ican business and industry the loss of
valuable executives at the peak of their
efficiency and trained workers at the
height of their productivity. The dollar
loss is inestimable.

Again, if these Americans had been
alive and able to work an extra year, they
could have earned over $368 million and
paid taxes to the Federal Government on
this income totaling over $54.5 million.

Each of us has seen or experienced the
anguish these diseases cause. The stark
fact is that much of this pain is needless.
A man’s suffering, his family’s sorrow, the
Nation’s loss of talent and productive
capacity—all are to a great extent avoid-
able. In a great measure, we already
possess the knowledge to help the victims
of these diseases; our failure is in its
application.

The report of the President’s Commis-
sion on Heart Disease and Stroke and
Cancer speaks of “our new intolerance,”
intolerance that a human being die when
he need not, or that his life be circum-
seribed because knowledge and skills that
could preserve its fullness are simply not
available to him. H.R. 3140 grows out of
this intolerance. It proposes that the
Federal Government encourage and
assist in the establishment of regionally
coordinated arrangements among med-
ical schools, research institutions, and
hospitals for research and training and
demonstration of patient care in these
three diseases. I believe that such re-
gional centers will work to close the
present gap between research and treat-
ment and so to dramatically reduce dis-
ability and loss of life.

We already have considerable experi-
ence indicating that the best medical
care is provided where research and edu-
cation are an integral part of medical
care, For this reason, the Veterans’ Ad-
ministration affiliated its hospitals with
medical schools and involved them with
other medical resources in the communi-
ties. The National Institutes of Health
operate 10 clinical research centers which
admits patients who will contribute to a
specific study. And there are active pro-
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grams designed to integrate medical
schools with community hospitals and
other medical care resources in New
England, New York, Michigan, Ohio, and
Kansas, to name only a few. From all of
these—but especially from the voluntary
programs involving medical schools with
their communities—we can draw en-
courgement and valuable experience in
the planning and administration of the
golmplex arrangements envisioned in this
ill.

We are also greatly aided toward our
goal by the quality of the research insti-
tutions in this country and their striking
contributions to health and longer life.
As a result of their efforts, infants born
with congenital heart defects can grow
to adulthood, cancer of the cervix can be
detected early enough for successful
treatment, other cancer can be treated
by radiation and chemotherapy, and
hypertension related to heart disease can
be relieved with drugs. These and other
techniques discovered through research
can be extended to thousands of people
through the regional centers proposed;
the research efforts, in turn, will gain
impetus and be nourished by their close
contact with diagnosis and treatment
procedures. I expect this will be par-
ticularly true of research on strokes,
which has been neglected in the past.

One of the difficulties in implementing
the provisions proposed by the bill will
be the critical shortage of doctors and
other health personnel. Roughly 3 to 4
million people are engaged in the health
services, but this will not be sufficient for
a large-scale attack on heart disease,
cancer, and stroke. In fact, success in
the attack is predicated on an expansion
of all phases of medical manpower,

The shortage of doctors is most criti-
cal. The Health Professions Educational
Assistance Act, which Congress dealt
with in 1963 and 1964 and for which we
considered and passed amendments on
September 1, is an important beginning
to what must become a concerted na-
tional effort to recruit and train young
people for the medical profession. We
must keep this factor in mind as we de-
bate the present bill.

But with this reservation aside, we can
accomplish what we set out to do with a
system of regional centers: To cultivate
communication between research and
clinical specialists, to place diagnostic
and treatment facilities within reason-
able distance of all citizens. The needs
of different applicants, predicably, vary
greatly., There are a number of medical
centers in the country that are in many
ways already functioning as regional
complexes that we propose. There are
other areas, particularly where there are
no medical schools, where the initial
steps will be difficult and costly—and it is
these areas which most need assistance.
The $50 million proposed by this bill for
1966 will be directed mainly for plan-
ning and development costs; as specific
plans are formed, we will get more pre-
cise guidelines with which to estimate
the extent of our financial commitment
in future years. I look forward to fol-
lowing this development with keen
interest.
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In total, Mr. Chairman, what we pro-
pose to do with this bill is, as President
Johnson’s Commission said, “to develop
new patterns of partnership” between
public and private resources for health—
patterns demanded by accelerating de-
velopments in research, medical care,
medical education, and public expecta-
tions—patterns which I expect to be
most fruitful for the health and long life
of the people of the United States.

Mr. FOGARTY. Mr. Chairman, last
March I introduced in the House a meas-
ure (H.R. 5999) designed to benefit the
health of the American people. It was
intended to provide a solid basis for the
great aim of the President’s Commission
on Heart Disease, Cancer, and Stroke: To
match medical research potential with
public health achievement by making the
advances of medical science more readily
available to our people.

At that time I reminded all of you that
heart disease, cancer, and stroke together
accounted for 7 out of every 10 deaths in
the United States each year. Ireminded
you that this toll could be sharply re-
duced—if only the medical profession
and medical institutions could make
available to their patients the latest ad-
vances in the diagnosis and treatment of
these diseases.

A lot has happened since March to the
various proposals—introduced into the
Senate by Senator Hiir and into the
House by myself and the gentleman from
Arkansas [Mr. HArrIS]—to implement a
program for regional centers to combat
these three killer diseases. On June 28
the Senate passed the measure and
earlier this month the House Interstate
Commerce Committee—after extensive
hearings—reported out H.R. 3140, the
Heart Disease, Cancer, and Stroke
Amendments of 1965. It is this measure
that I wish to rise to support today.

It is a tribute to the remarkable un-
derstanding and dedication to matters of
health by the chairman of the House of
Interstate Commerce Committee—that a
measure that was at one time considered
controversial has now gained such ac-
ceptance that it may fairly be said that
;1. consensus has been reached regarding

t.

This measure now enjoys the support
of such voluntary agencies as the Ameri-
can Heart Association and the American
Cancer Society. It also enjoys the sup-
port of such respected professional or-
ganizations as the American Hospital As-
sociation and the Association of Ameri-
can Medical Colleges. It enjoys the sup-
port of numerous deans and officers of
medical schools.

In addition, it now enjoys the qualified
support of the American Medical Associ-
ation. In a news release from the AMA
on September 2 that organization re-
ported that an AMA advisory committee
had met with President Johnson to dis-
cuss this measure. AMA President James
Appel said he was gratified that as a re-
sult of these meetings some 20 amend-
ments to the bill were accepted by the
administration and that—and I quote:

Many of the changes are substantial and
will allay many of the fears the medical
profession had about the original bill.
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The AMA president was also quoted
as saying: '

We feel that we were successful in getting
a number of major changes in the bill which
will help preserve the high quality of medical
care and the freedom of hospitals and phy-
siclans,

Now, the amendment we are consider-
ing is a complete substitute for the origi-
nal bills and incorporates numerous
changes intended to define the scope of
the program and to guarantee that the
legislation will accomplish its stated pur-
pose without in any way interfering with
the patterns or the methods of financing
of patient care or professional practice
or with the administration of hospitals.

I will not embark upon a section-by-
section analysis of this bill—into which
so much thoughtful compromise has
gone. I will instead point out the signifi-
cant elements of the bill that have
emerged from compromises agreeable to
both proponents and critics of the orig-
inal measure.

One of the changes is in the title of
the bill. We will hear no more of “re-
gional medical complexes,” but rather, of
“regional medical programs.” This isan
important change. It is intended to
make it unmistakably clear that it is not
intended to amount a new construction
program but rather to rely on existing
facilities. Thus we emphasize the local
nature of this program, its limited scope,
and a firm base which includes local hos-
pitals and local medical facilities. The
construction authorized under this bill
will be alteration, major repair, or ren-
ovation of existing buildings or replace-
ment of obsolete built-in equipment. No
new construction will be permitted from
any funds provided by this bill.

Another change undergone by the re-
gional medical program has been to pro-
vide language so that this program will
be concerned with heart disease, cancer,
stroke, and “related diseases,” instead
of—as in the original wording—*“other
diseases.” My medica! friends assure me
that this in no way impairs the intent of
this bill, but that the present wording
is essential as a practical consideration.
They cite heart disease as an example.
A program of research, training, and
demonstrations relating to heart disease,
which did not include work on diabetes—
when there is an apparent relationship
between diabetes with its complicating
arteriosclerosis and heart disease—would
be incomplete. This seems eminently
sound and above critcism.

A major limiting change made in the
original measure was its reduction in size
and scope from 5 years to 3 and from
what some called an open-end authoriza-
tion to $340 million authorization.

The emphasis in the bill is now upon
pilot projects and feasibility studies—in
short, upon planning and exploration of
mechanics. Section 903 of this bill au-
thorizes grants to assist in the planning
of regional medical programs. It is the
intent of the bill’s sponsors to take full
advantage of the extensive planning and
organization that have already been car-
ried out in some areas of this country.
Nor is this planning to be a one-time
thing. After regional medical programs
have been funded and some experience
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has accumulated, the Surgeon General is
required to submit a full report on or
before June 30, 1967. In the light of that
report this House will consider extension
or expansion of the present tentative ef-
fort.

Certainly one of the major reasons for
the acceptability of the present bill by
members of the medical profession is the
new and clear-cut emphasis it gives to
the participation of community physi-
cians and health organizations. Borrow-
ing from the experience of the great clin-
ical center at the National Institutes of
Health, all patients who will be treated
under this program must be referred by
practicing physicians. Thus, except in
the case of patients who are referred by
their physicians to a facility to receive
care incident to research, training or
demonstration, this bill will have no ef-
fect on the patterns or the methods of
financing of patient care.

Related to this is a significant change

. in the composition of the National Advis-

ory Council which enlarges physician
participation. Of the 12 Council mem-
bers 1 must be an authority in heart dis-
ease; 1 in cancer; 1 in stroke—and at
least 2 other members must be physi-
cians. The Surgeon General may not
make a grant for any program except
upon the recommendation of this Coun-
cil.

The establishment of a National Advis-
ory Council on regional medical pro-
grams is based upon the successful ex-
perience of the NIH with this reviewing
mechanism for grants—an experience
that extends over the past 25 years and
more. I am confident that no wiser
course of action could have been taken
by the committee, chaired by my able
colleague, the gentleman from Arkan-
sas [Mr. Harris]l. I am equally confi-
dent that one of the best assurances of
the success of this program is to draw
upon the excellent record of the NIH in
its program administration and to con-
cur in the Senate recommendation in
this matter. There is no doubt in any-
one’s mind but that the NIH shall and
will administer this program as ably as
it has administered its many other pio-
neering research and health programs.

The Members of this House are consid-
ering today a bill which modifies the ad-
ministration proposal as the result of
constructive criticism by many diverse
groups. It is one of the most carefully
reworked measures I have encountered
in the course of my years in Congress. I
believe that this measure is no longer
controversial but acceptable to all rea-
sonable men. I urge its passage by this
House, today.

Mr. FULTON of Tennessee. Mr.
Chairman, in this century, the marvels
of scientific research augmented by
man's dreams, aspirations and desire for
knowledge of the unknown, have led us
into worlds heretofore undreamed.

In this century, man has learned the
secret of propelled flight, has charted
vast parched deserts of the world,
mapped the dense jungles and carved
cities where less than a century ago only
wilderness abounded.

Today men not only go down to the
sea in ships, they go beneath the sea



September 24, 1965

in modern scientific vessels to plot the
unknown depths and, through research,
seek to unlock their hidden treasures
which may well be required to sustain
life on land in the decades to come.

Research and discovery are essential
for the preservation of man.

In the field of medical research, man’s
accomplishments over recent decades are
truly scientific miracles. In that time
we have conquered such killers as tuber-
culosis, scarlet fever, diphtheria, and that
cruel child crippler, polio. The list is
even longer and the diseases conquered
equally as impressive.

These achievements have not been
total, however, nor will they ever be as
Iong as man remains mortal.

But as man seeks spiritual perfection,
he will continue to seek remedies for
those infirmities which weaken the body.
And this is proper. For why should man,
created in the image of God, not seek to
prolong his productive years, safeguard
the security of his family, and contribute
to the welfare of his community?

Obviously the individual is powerless to
conduct this search in his own behalf.
Great knowledge and personal dedication
on the part of thousands of highly skilled
men and women combined with wvast,
complex and expensive research centers
and facilities are required.

These facilities, large and small, and
these dedicated professional persons ex-
ist in this eountry. They stand ready and
most ably prepared to launch a concerted
attack against the most prolific killers of
our time, heart disease, cancer, and
strokes.

‘We are today being asked to join in this
battle. The legislation before us would
combine the assistance of the Federal
Government with facilities of nonprofit
private institutions to encourage and as-
sist in the establishment of regional co-
operative arrangements among medical
schools, research institutions, and hos-
pitals for research and training and for
related demonstrations of patient care in
the fields of heart disease, cancer, stroke,
and related diseases.

This legislation is no bold step for-
ward. It is not a crash program. Nor
can it be considered, in any sense, an all-
out attack against these maladies. It is,
however, a commonsense and rational
first step toward the goal of cure and
prevention.

This is not an expensive program. We
are not asking billions for years to come.
The administration’s original request for
$1.2 billion over 6 years was not unrea-
sonable. Yet this bill asks only $340 mil-
lion over 3 years. A modest sum by any
standard for such important work, and
surely the cure and prevention of these
diseases is as important to mankind as
the first spaceship on the moon or a
dozen or more communications satel-
lites for which we are spending thousands
of millions of dollars.

This is not to be a Government domi-
nated or controlled program. The House
committee has made every effort and
spared no counsel in its determination to
assure that the program control remains
in competent local hands. Indeed, the
cornerstone of this program is coopera-
tion, not coordination.
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Mr. Chairman, I would be less than
candid if I were to say that this bill is as
comprehensive as I would wish. It is my
feeling that with more funds and a
broader program, the efforts directed at
the goals which we seek might be ac-
celerated.

Nonetheless, this is a reasonable and
worthy first step. The committee has
done a commendable job in its efforts to
reach a consensus among the bill’s sup-
porters and adversaries.

Gentlemen, the hour has come for us
now to demonstrate to the Nation that
the Congress is as interested in medicine
as in missiles, or in life research as in
lunar rockets. We have a great oppor-
tunity on this occasion to assist in mak-
ing more secure not only our generation
but generations for years to come. Let
us not fail them.

Mr. CORMAN. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in support of H.R. 3140 as reported by
the Committee on Interstate and Foreign
Commerce, and urge its adoption. The
Heart Disease, Cancer, and Stroke
Amendments of 1965 comprise a program
which is intended to make the benefits of
medical research more widely available
to our citizens. The purpose of this leg-
islation is to launch a major assault on
our Nation’'s three greatest killers—heart
disease, cancer, and stroke—which today
exact such a staggering toll in human
life and suffering.

In order to combat heart disease, can-
cer, and stroke, we have before us a
program of grants to foster cooperation
among the medical institutions and
practitioners in the regions of our Na-
tion. These regional medical programs
are to be established locally to best uti-
lize the capabilities and resources of a
region in meeting its own needs and goals
related to heart disease, cancer, and
stroke.

This program will serve a twofold pur-
pose. It will provide for grants for co-
operative arrangements among key med-
ieal resources, including medical centers,
research institutions, hospitals, and
other health agencies, for the conduct
of research and training, and for dem-
onstrations of patient care in the fields
of heart disease, cancer, and stroke.
These cooperative arrangements then
are to be the means to afford physicians
the more abundant opportunity to make
available to their patients the latest ad-
vances in the diagnosis and treatment of
these three major killers and cripplers.

According to testimony received by the
committee, the projects to be carried out
under these regional medical programs
will be quite varied, since the regions of
the country are so varied in problems
and resources. As you well know, the
problems of congested urban areas are
very different from those of a sparsely
seftled rural area, and the means to the
solution of those problems must be very
different too. This program is founded
on the concept of local initiative so vital
to our Federal system of government.

The regional medical program can
provide for the referral of patients to
specialized medical centers, continuing
education, and advanced training for
physicians, new equipment and inter-
change of medical personnel among in-
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stitutions, all of which are recognized
needs in the modern age of medicine.
These are all vital factors in the applica-
tion of research discoveries to the care
of sick patients which can be made pos-
sible throughout the country by the en-
actment of this legislation.

Under this plan we hope to see to it
that the best diagnosis and treatment is
available to all of our citizens. Millions
of tax dollars have gone to support med-
ical reserach over the years, and these
dollars have produced fantastic new ad-
vances in the diagnosis, treatment, and
prevention of disease,

We are now riding the crest of a scien-
tific and technological revolution that
has recorded an amazing list of achieve-
ments. Biomedical research has all but
erased yesterday’s dread diseases and
has harnessed the crippling infections of
childhood, thereby prolonging and shap-
ing the very character of our lives. It is
time this wealth was shared by all of our
people.

We look forward to these new training
opportunities for the medical profession,
to the new and more intensive research
into the mysteries of disease, but most
of all we look forward to the brighter
future the provisions of this bill will pro-
vide to victims and potential victims of
heart disease, cancer, and stroke.

Mr. Chairman, I urge passage of this
legislation as amended by the Commit-
tee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

Mr. VAN DEERLIN. Mr. Chairman,
as we come to final consideration of H.R.
3140, I hope that the American people
will understand and appreciate the full
significance of the important legislation
embodied in this measure.

The United States has become the out-
standing Nation of the world in the ad-
vancement of medical science, and in the
abundance and quality of medical serv-
ices available to our people. The Public
Health Service, one of the oldest agencies
of the Federal establishment, has made a
distinguished record in the control of
disease, particularly in cooperation with
the State health departments. Since the
mid-1930's we have seen the develop-
ment, with the willing support of Con-
gress, of the National Institutes of Health
as the greatest medical research organi-
zation in the world foday.

We have reached a stage, however,
where something must be done to see that
the benefits of this huge medical research
effort are made available as quickly and
as thoroughly as possible to the people
in every part of this land. We are all
familiar, I am sure, with the great medi-
cal centers in our metropolitan areas and
larger cities. These hospitals, with their
fine staffs of well-trained and experi-
enced doctors and nurses, are making the
finest and most advanced equipment, fa-
cilities, and medical care available to
those within their reach. But there are
many parts of the country which do not
have these fine, modern establishments,
They have good hospitals and good doc-
tors, but their facilities are limited and
they cannot operate with the degree of
sophistication that has been developed
in the larger institutions.

The bill that we are about to act upon
can correct this imbalance by making
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possible the establishment of regional co-
operative arrangements, to use the lan-
guage of the bill, “among medical schools,
research institutions, and hospitals for
research and training, and for related
demonstrations of patient care in the
fields of heart disease, cancer, stroke, and
related diseases.”

It has been pointed out, Mr. Chairman,
that this language—altering substan-
tially the original wording of the bill—
was inserted with fullest participation
and approval of legal counsel for the
American Medical Association.

In a meeting last weekend with top of-
ficers of the county medical society in my
home community of San Diego, Calif., I
ascertained that many previously held
objections to the bill have now been met.
It would be incorrect to say that these
physicians are yet enthusiastic for it—
but they feel that our committee has
come more than halfway toward the
resolution of conflicting viewpoints.

One remaining doubt, I was advised,
concerns the direct pipeline that will
exist between participants in the regional
programs and officials at the National
Institutes of Health, here in Washington.
It is felt that without fuller contacts be-
tween and among adjoining areas, there
is danger that overlapping functions
could result in a waste of both time and
money. :

I have taken up this question with offi-
cials at HEW. They lead me to hope
that section 907 of the bill, providing a
system of disseminating information by
the Surgeon General, may offset the
fears voiced by my constituent doctors.
It seems to me this is a phase of the up-
coming operation that we should watch
very closely.

I want to emphasize that what this bill
stands for is the welfare of every citizen
irrespective of his age, his race, his
religion, his geographical location, or his
politics. This is not a measure designed
to benefit any selected group or any
particular State or district. Heart
disease is blind to a person’s color or
national origin. Cancer strikes the
young, the middle-aged and the old,
wherever they may be. Stroke, result-
ing in paralysis or death, can occur not
only in the elderly, but in young mothers
and young wage-earning fathers as well.

In a democracy such as ours we govern
ourselves through political procedures
which involve the most intensive party
rivalry. Only so long as this rivalry
exists and is encouraged will our society
remain secure and our freedom assured.
We want no dictatorship or one-party
rule in the United States. Yet, as firmly
established as this system 1is in spirit and
in practice, there are two situations in
which it gives way under the pressure of
overriding concern: one, an external
threat to national security; the other, the
health and welfare of our people.

Yes, there are times to forget politics,
and one of those times is now, when we
are considering a measure so important
to the fulfillment of our responsibility
to see that every American shall have
the benefits of what is being accom-
plished, with Federal support, toward
the advancement of medical science and
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the improvement of medical practice and
patient care.

Again, to quote the bill before us, its
purposes include these:

To afford to the medical profession and the
medical institutions of the Nation, through
such cooperative arrangements, the oppor-
tunity of making available to their patients
the latest advances in the diagnosis and
treatment of these diseases.

By these means, to improve generally the
health manpower and facilities available to
the Nation, and to accomplish these ends
without interfering with the patterns, or the
methods of financing, of patient care or
professional practice, or with the adminis-
tration of hospitals, and in cooperation with
practicing physicians, medical center officials,
hospital administrators, and representatives
from appropriate voluntary health agencles,

This is a splendid charge and a great
challenge. Mr. Chairman, I wish to sec-
ond the proposals enumerated in H.R.
3140 as amended and reported by the
Committee on Interstate and Foreign
Commerce, and I urge upon my distin-
guished colleagues of the House their ap-
proval of it.

Mr. DONOHUE. Mr. Chairman, I
most earnestly urge this House to
speedily and overwhelmingly approve
this measure now before us, HR. 3140,
the Heart Disease, Cancer, and Stroke
Amendments of 1965.

In connection with our consideration
of this vitally important bill I think it is
very pertinent to note that the Presi-
dent’s Commission on Heart Disease,
Cancer, and Stroke poinied out in their
report, of December 1964, that over 70
percent of all deaths occurring in the
United States each year result from these
three dread diseases. It was further
emphasized in that report that the effect
upon our economy, due to premature
disability and death caused by these
three diseases, is close to $30 billion in
losses each year.

The authoritative statistics clearly re-
veal these three diseases are the major
cripplers and killers within our society.
Beyond and above their adverse economic
impact they cause untold and immeasur-
able human h p, anguish, and suf-
fering.

However, the history of medical science
definitely indicates that they, like other
dreaded diseases in the past, can be sub-
jected to control and cure by organized
scientific attack; that is the basic reason
for this bill.

The principal purpose of the measure
is to provide for the establishment of
programs of cooperation between medi-
cal schools, clinical research institutions,
and hospitals by means of which the
latest advances in the care of patients
suffering from heart disease, stroke, can-
cer, and related diseases may be afforded
through locally administered programs
of research, training, and continuing
education and related demonstrations of
patient care,

I think it is of major interest and
moment to us, and the committee chair-
man and members surely merit our ad-
miration and gratitude on this point, to
note that the committee has included
provisions in the bill designed to guar-
antee that it will accomplish its pur-
poses without unwarranted and unwise
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interference with the patterns, or the
methods of financing, of patient care or
professional medical practice or with the
administration of hospitals.

Mr. Chairman, I submit that the ob-
jectives of this bill are undoubtedly in
the best interests of the American peo-
ple; the manner provided for the realiza-
tion of these objectives is prudent; the
appropriations involved are, indeed, quite
reasonable, and in view of the increas-
ingly adverse effect these particular
diseases is having on our society the leg-
islation is most timely. Therefore, I
again urge my colleagues to overwhelm-
ingly approve this measure without fur-
ther delay.

Mr. KASTENMEIER. Mr. Chairman,
even though I am in support of the
bill H.R. 3140 to assist in combating
heart disease, cancer, stroke, and re-
lated diseases, I am concerned about one
aspect of it. What a number of people
fear, including myself, is that the in-
creased tendency to categorize medicine
along the lines of particular diseases will
be destructive of efforts in many cases
to provide a broad medical education.
Whereas we still expect to train and
educate young doctors to fight diseases
and illness of many types, the creation
of institutes of specialization will surely
inhibit and curtail this type of educa-
tion. Nowhere have I seen a critical,
yvet understanding, view of this better
expressed than in the following para-
graph from a letter from a member of
the University of Wisconsin Medical
School faculty:

As a member of a medical school faculty,
I am intensely aware of the impact of men-
tal retardation programs and categorical
programs for heart disease, cancer and stroke
on medical education and practice. These
programs always cause me to pause and
consider the implications for medical edu-
cation in the United States and the de-
velopment of our medical educational sys-
tem. Categorical programs tend to isolate
and specialize medicine. It is unrealistic to
think that the passage of these various bills
will not affect medicine through increased
specialization, and make it increasingly dif-
ficult to produce broad programs. For ex-
ample, these programs at the University of
Wisconsin could create a situation whereby
the medical school would be composed
largely of institutes. Even though this
would further medical research in categori-
cal disease areas, it would work to the detri-
ment of educational effort. The pediatrician
must necessarily have knowledge about
many areas, He cannot simply be a cardi-
ologist, a neurologist, or a mental retarda-
tion expert. In order to see these categori-
cal problems in their proper setting, he must
also see children with other disease proc-
esses and understand the broad problems of
child development, growth and disease.
Thus, categorical programs threaten us
some, but this threat is not insurmountable
if we can turn it into a unifying and
strengthening force rather than a divisive
force for our various disciplines. For ex-
ample, to have categorical disease research
and care and teaching institutes widely sep-
arated over the University of Wisconsin
would be lethal to the concept of medical
education. To have them all participate as
a unifying measure in one physical setting
would be less divisive and would actually
be an ald to our future growth and develop-
ment. Therefore, it is really our problem
to put these programs to good use in the
future, if any of the money should come
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our way, but I think that our Representa-
tives in Congress should be aware of this
aspect of the problem. Whereas most of
us in academic medicine are for welfare
legislation, we are concerned about the im-
pact this will have on medical education.

It is perhaps somewhat reassuring
that the bill has been changed in com=-
mittee from including “other major dis-
eases” to “and related diseases’—related
referring to heart diseases, cancer, and
stroke. This would at least prevent over-
specialization in too many other areas
than those specifically mentioned. Yet,
Mr. Chairman, I think it is well that we
be aware of the effect on medical educa-
tion that wholly well-meaning congres-
sional action can entail with respect to
the type of medical education which I
am sure we all agree we would like to
preserve and maintain throughout this
great country.,

Mr, PHILBIN. Mr. Chairman, passing
a bill to assist in combating heart dis-
ease, cancer, and stroke and other major
diseases is, in my opinion, of highest
priority, and I congratulate and compli-
ment the Committee for bringing it to
the floor of the House.

The principal purpose of the bill is to
provide for the establishment of pro-
grams of cooperation between medical
schools, research institutions, and hos-
pitals for research and training for the
care of patients suffering from heart dis-
ease, cancer, stroke and related diseases.

This fine bill does not compete with
other bills passed in the area of research
and development which are numerous
and which are doing tremendously valu-
able work in trying to unlock the secrets
of cure and rehabilitation of the so-
called killer diseases that are steadily
demanding the lives of larger numbers
of our fellow citizens. Most regrettably,
the death rates for these diseases seem
to be rising despite the vigorous attack
which we are making upon them at so
many levels of government, science, edu-
cation and medicine, nuclear surgery
and nuclear therapy.

There is little danger, in my under-
standing, that this bill would interfere
in any way with the freedom of our great
medical profession, or our hospital sys-
tem, or related institutions since it en-
tails cooperative arrangements for local
participation of existing institutions and
medical practitioners.

Basiecally, through the program pro-
vided by this bill, the results, fruits, and
benefits of our great research and devel-
opment programs can be channeled
through medical and hospital facilities
and institutions to local practitioners
and ultimately to suffering patients who
in many cases can be assisted and cured,
it is our hope.

Programs of this kind have been con=-
ducted for more than 50 years, not only
in my own great State of Massachusetts,
but in Towa and other places throughout
the country and the experience with
them has been excellent, They have
proved valuable in acquainting the med-
ical profession with latest modern up-to-
date techniques, therapies, and methods
and thus, in a sense, have constituted
not only reeducation, but constant up-
dating of everything that is new and
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functionally desirable in modern medi-
cine and scientific advancement.

The board which studied the subject
matter of this bill was comprised of some
of the outstanding doctors, administra-
tors, and public figures of the Nation,
and the committee has done an out-
standing piece of work in the elimination
of practically all objections to the bill.

I have great confidence that this bill
will work out well, and it has been very
carefully considered by the committee
and has received the attention of all the
leading experts and authors in the field,
and I believe that it will be extremely
helpful in strengthening our determined
fight against all the killer diseases that
are taking such a sorrowful toll of our
people.

Some people think that the Govern-
ment is already spending enough money
in the area of controlling and eliminat-
ing these killer diseases, but I am of the
opinion that we should spare no expense,
no determined effort to aid humanity
and strengthen our country by doing
everything we can to eradicate or bring
every possible measure of control over,
the terrible diseases that are blighting
humanity and causing untold suffering
and misery to many fine people and their
dear ones. Many of our families have
known grievous loss we can never forget.

But this is not a sentimental matter,
Mr. Chairman; it is a great human mat-
ter and a question of putting our every
effort and energy behind measures elim-
inating the killer diseases, all related
diseases, and every disease and malady
to which the human flesh is heir that
the Members of this great body possibly
can effect.

I strongly favor this bill and urge its
adoption by the House. We should have
crash programs to fight killer disease.
Let us move to that end with all possible
speed without regard to the cost.

Mr. GILBERT. Mr. Chairman, in his
health message to Congress last January,
President Johnson asked for, legislation
authorizing a program of grants to de-
velop multipurpose regional medical pro-
grams for an all-out attack on cancer,
stroke, and heart diseases, the three
dreaded diseases which cause over 70 per-
cent of the deaths in our country each
year. The President had appointed a
Commission on Heart Disease, Cancer,
and Stroke early in 1964, and in its re-
port the Commission recommended steps
to reduce the incidence of these diseases
through new knowledge and more com-
plete utilization of the medical knowl-
edge we have already.

I am pleased that the President’s re-
quest and recommendations of the Com-~
mission are incorporated in H.R. 3140. I
commend the chairman and members of
the House Interstate and Foreign Com-
merce Committee for the thorough and
careful attention they gave to preparing
this legislation.

~Mr. Chairman, we are fortunate to
have the best medical care in the world
in our country. Unfortunately, however,
our most modern techniques and our best
medical care are not available to all who
need them. The program provided in
this bill will bring the latest in medical
advances in the prevention, treatment,
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and cure to all who are afflicted with
cancer, stroke, and heart diseases.

Congress can well be proud of its rec-
ord in improving the health and welfare
of our citizens. In the past few years
we have passed the Health Professions
Educational Assistance Act, the Commu-
nity Health Services Act, programs of as-
sistance for our mentally ill and re-
tarded, extended vocational rehabilita-
tion, and provided many other programs
for Federal participation in medical re-
search and health facilities. And, of
course, just recently we enacted a pro-
gram of medical care for our aged.

While we can look with pride on our
achievements and our present health re-
sources and medical advancement, the
battle is far from won. Thousands of
hospitals have been built since World
War II; there are bed shortages and doc-
tor shortages. We are faced with a mal-
distribution of our health resources, and
we must expand and develop new ap-
proaches and provide the continuity that
is essential for an effective medical-edu-
cation program.

H.R. 3140 will provide for the estab-
lishment of locally administered pro-
grams of cooperation between medical
schools, clinical research institutions and
hospitals. It will advance research, train
more personnel, and make the latest
techniques and advances available to all
suffering from these three diseases which
bring premature death to so many an-
nually.

Grants will be available to public or
nonprofit private institutions or agencies
for planning, establishing, and operating
regional medical programs. The re-
gional medical programs will be cooper-
ative arrangements and they will link
existing medical schools and affiliated
teaching hospitals with their highly de-
veloped capabilities in diagnosis train-
ing, and treatment with existing clinical
research centers, local community hos-
pitals, and practicing physicians within
the same geographical area. Coopera-
tive arrangements will permit an inter-
change of personnel and patients and
will provide for more effective flow of in-
formation concerning the latest ad-
vances in diagnosis and treatment.
Local control of all programs is insured
in the bill. A 12-member National Ad-
visory Council on Regional Medical Pro-
grams will consider applications and
make recommendations before an appli-
cation to establish and operate a re-
gional medical program may be ap-
proved.

Mr. Chairman, I strongly support H.R.
3140 to amend the Public Health Service
Act to assist in combating heart disease,
cancer, and stroke.

The CHAIRMAN. If there are no fur-
ther requests for time, the Clerk will
read the substitute amendment as an
original bill for the purpose of amend-
ment.

The Clerk read as follows:

H.R. 3140

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That this
Act may be cited as the “Heart Disease,
Cancer, and Stroke Amendments of 1065".
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SeEc. 2. The Public Health Service Act (42
U.S.C. ch, 6A) is amended by adding at the
end thereof the following new title:

“TITLE IX—EDUCATION, RESEARCH, TRAINING,
AND DEMONSTRATIONS IN THE FIELDS OF
HEART DISEASE, CANCER, STROKE, AND RELATED
DISEASES

“Purposes

“Sec. 900. The purposes of this title are—

“(a) Through grants, to encourage and
assist in the establishment of regional co-
operative arrangements among medical
schools, research Institutions, and hospitals
for research and training (including con-
tinuing education) and for related demon-
strations of patient care Iin the fields of
heart disease, cancer, stroke, and related
diseases;

“{b) To afford to the medical profession
and the medical institutions of the Nation,
through such cooperative arrangements, the
opportunity of making avallable to their
patlents the latest advances in the diagnosis
and treatment of these diseases; and

“(c) By these means, to improve generally
the health manpower and facilities available
to the Nation, and to accomplish these ends
without interfering with the patterns, or
the methods of financing, of patient care or
professional practice, or with the adminis-
tration of hospitals, and in cooperation with
practicing physicians, medical center officials,
hospital administrators, and represenatives
from appropriate voluntary health agencies.

“Authorization of appropriations

“Sec. 901. (a) There are authorized to be
appropriated $50,000,000 for the fiscal year
ending June 30, 1966, $90,000,000 for the
fiscal year ending June 30, 1967, and $200,-
000,000 for the fiscal year ending June 30,
1968, for grants to assist public or nonprofit
private universities, medical schools, re-
search Institutions, and other public or
nonprofit private institutions and agencles
in planning, in conducting feasibility
studies, and in operating pilot projects for
the establishment, of regional medical pro-
grams of research, training, and demonstra-
tion activities for carrying out the purposes
of this title. Sums appropriated under this
section for any fiscal year shall remain avail-
able for making such grants until the end
of the fiscal year following the fiscal year
for which the appropriation is made.

“(b) A grant under this title shall be for
part or all of the cost of the planning or other
activities with respect to which the applica-
tion is made, except that any such grant with
respect to construction of, or provision of
built-in (as determined in accordance with
regulations) equipment for, any facility may
not exceed 90 per centum of the cost of such
construction or equipment.

“(c) Funds appropriated pursuant to this
title shall not be available to pay the cost
of hospital, medical, or other care of patients
except to the extent it is, as determined in
accordance with regulations, incldent to those
research, training, or demonstration activities
which are encompassed by the purposes of
this title. No patient shall be furnished hos-
pital, medical, or other care at any facility
incident to research, training, or demonstra-
tlon activities carried out with funds appro-
priated pursuant to this title, unless he has
been referred to such facility by a practicing
physiclan,

“Definitions
“8ec, 002. For the purposes of this title—

“{a) The term '‘regional medical program®
means a cooperative arrangement among a
group of public or nonprofit private institu-
tions or agencies engaged in research train-
ing, diagnosis, and treatment relating to
heart disease, cancer, or stroke, and, at the
option of the applicant, related disease or dis-
eases; but only if such group—

“(1) is situated within a geographic area,
composed of any part or parts of any one or
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more States, which the Surgeon General de-
termines, in accordance with regulations, to
be appropriate for carrying out the purposes
of this title;

“(2) consists of one or more medical cen-
ters, one or more clinical research centers,
and one or more hospitals; and

“(3) has in effect cooperative arrangements
among its component units which the Sur-
geon General finds will be adequate for ef-
fectively carrying out the purposes of this
title.

“(b) The term ‘medical center’ means a
medical school and one or more hospitals af-
fillated therewith for teaching, research, and
demonstration purposes.

“(c) The term ‘clinical research center'
means an institution (or part of an institu-
tion) the primary function of which is re-
search, tralning of specialists, and demon-
strations and which, in connection therewith,
provides speclalized, high-quality diagnostic
and treatment services for inpatients and
outpatients.

“(d) The term ‘hospital’ means a hospital
as defined In section 625(c) or other health
facility in which local capability for diag-
nosis and treatment is supported and aug-
mented by the program established under
this title.

“(e) The term ‘nonprofit’ as applied to
any institution or agency means an institu-
tion or agency which is owned and operated
by one or more nonprofit corporations or as-
soclations no part of the net earnings of
which inures, or may lawfully inure, to the
benefit of any private shareholder or indil-
vidual.

“(f) The term ‘construction’ includes al-
teration, major repair (to the extent per-
mitted by regulations), remodeling and reno-
vation of existing bulldings (including ini-
tial equipment thereof), and replacement of
obsolete, bullt-in (as determined in accord-
ance with regulations) equipment of exist-
ing buildings.

“Grants for planning

“Sec. 008. (a) The Surgeon General, upon
the recommendation of the National Advisory
Council or Reglonal Medical Programs estab-
lished by section 905 (hereafter In this title
referred to as the ‘Council’), Is authorized to
make grants to public or nonprofit private
universities, medical schools; research insti-
tutions, and other publie or nonprofit private
agencles and Institutions to assist them in
planning the development of regional medi-
cal programs.

“(b) Grants under this section may be
made only upon application therefor ap-
proved by the Surgeon General. Any such
application may be approved only if it con-
tains or is supported by—

“{1) reasonable assurances that Federal
funds paid pursuant to any such grant will
be used only for the purposes for which paid
and in accordance with the applicable pro-
visions of this title and the regulations there-
under;

“(2) reasonable assurances that the appli-
cant will provide for such fiscal control and
fund accounting procedures as are required
by the Surgeon General to assure proper dis-
bursement of and accounting for such Fed-
eral funds;

“(3) reasonable assurances that the appli-
cant will make such reports, In such form
and containing such information as the Sur-
geon General may from time to time reason-
ably require, and will keep such records and
afford such access thereto as the Surgeon
General may find necessary to assure the cor-
rectness and verification of such reports; and

“(4) a satisfactory showing that the ap-
plicant has designated an advisory group, to
advise the applicant (and the institutions
and agencles participating In the resulting
regional medical program) in formulating
and carrying out the plan for the establish-
ment and operation of such reglonal medical
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program, which advisory group includes prac-
ticing physicians, medical center officials,
hospital administrators, representatives from
appropriate medical societies, voluntary
health agencies, and representatives of other
organizations, institutions, and agencies con-
cerned with activities of the kind to be car-
ried on under the program and members of
the public familiar with the need for the
services provided under the program.

“Grants for establishment and operation of
regional medical programs

“Sec. 904. (a) The Surgeon General, upon
the recommendation of the Council, is au-
thorized to make grants to public or non-
profit private universities, medical schools,
research institutions, and other public or
nonprofit private agencies and institutions to
assist In establishment and operation of re-
glonal medical programs, including construc-
tion and equipment of facilities in connection
therewith.

“{b) Grants under this section may be
made only upon application therefor ap-
proved by the Surgeon General. Any such
application may be approved only if it is
recommended by the advisory group de-
scribed in section 903(b) (4) and contains or
is supported by reasonable assurances that—

“(1) Federal funds paid pursuant to any
such grant (A) will be used only for the pur-
poses for which paid and in accordance with
the applicable provisions of this title and the
regulations thereunder, and (B) will not
supplant funds that are otherwise avallable
for establishment or operation of the re-
gional medical program with respect to which
the grant is made;

“(2) the applicant will provide for such
fiscal control and fund accounting procedures
as are required by the Surgeon General to
assure proper disbursement of and account-
ing for such Federal funds;

*“(3) the applicant will make such reports,
in such form and containing such Informa-
tion as the Surgeon General may from time
to time reasonably require, and will keep such
records and afford such access thereto as the
Surgeon General may find necessary to as-
sure the correctness and verification of such
reports; and

*(4) any laborer or mechanic employed by
any contractor or subcontractor in the per-
formance of work on any construction aided
by payments pursuant to any grant under
this section will be pald wages at rates not
less than those prevailing on similar con-
struction in the locality as determined by the
Secretary of Labor in accordance with the
Davis-Bacon Act, as amended (40 U.S.C.
276a—276a~-5; and the Secretary of Labor
shall have, with respect to the labor standards
specified in this paragraph, the authority
and functions set forth in nization
Plan Numbered 14 of 1950 (156 F.R. 3176; 5
U.8.C. 1332-15) and section 2 of the Act of
June 13, 1934, as amended (40 U.S.C. 276¢).

“National Advisory Council on Regional
Medical Programs

“Sec. 906. (a) The Surgeon General, with
the approval of the Secretary, may appoint,
without regard to the civil service laws, a
National Advisory Council on Regional Medi-
cal Programs. The Council shall consist of
the Surgeon General, who shall be the chair-
man, and twelve members, not otherwise in
the regular full-time employ of the United
States, who are leaders in the fields of the
fundamental sclences, the medical sciences,
or public affairs. At least two of the ap-
pointed members shall be practicing physi-
clane, one shall be outstanding in the study.
diagnosis, or treatment of heart disease, one
shall be outstanding in the study, dlagnosis,
or treatment of cancer, and one shall be out-
standing in the study, diagnosis, or treatment
of stroke.

“({b) Each appointed member of the Coun-
cil shall hold office for a term of four years,
except that any member appointed to fill a
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vacancy prior to the expiration of the term
for which his predecessor was appointed shall
be appointed for the remainder of such term,
and except that the terms of office of the
members first taking office shall expire, as
designated by the Surgeon General at the
time of appointment, four at the end of the
first year, four at the end of the second year,
and four at the end of the third year after
the date of appointment. An appointed
member shall not be eligible to serve con-
tinuously for more than two terms.

*(e) Appointed members of the Council,
while attending meetings or conferences
thereof or otherwise serving on business of
the Council, shall be entitled to receive com-
pensation at rates fixed by the Secretary, but
not exceeding $100 per day, including travel-
time, and while so serving away from their
homes or regular places of business they may
be allowed travel expenses, including per
diem in lieu of subsistence, as authorized by
section 5 of the Administrative Expenses Act
of 1946 (5 U.S.C. T3b-2) for persons in the
Government service employed intermittently.

*(d) The Council shall advise and assist
the Surgeon General in the preparation of
regulations for, and as to policy matters aris-
ing with respect to, the administration of
this title. The Council shall consider all ap-
plications for grants under this title and
shall make recommendations to the Surgeon
General with respect to approval of applica-
tions for and the amounts of grants under
this title.

“Regulations

“Sec. 906. The Surgeon General, after con-
sultation with the Council, shall prescribe
general regulations covering the terms and
conditions for approving applications for
grants under this title and the coordination
of programs assisted under this title with
programs for training, research, and demon-
strations relating to the same diseases as-
sisted or authorized under other titles of this
Act or other Acts of Congress.

“Information on special treatment and train-
ing centers

“Sgc. 907. The Surgeon General shall
establish, and maintain on a current basis,
a list or lists of facilities in the United States
equipped and staffed to provide the most ad-
vanced speclalty training in such facilities,
diagnosis and treatment of heart disease,
cancer, or stroke, together with such related
information, including the availability of ad-
vanced speciality tralning in such facilities,
as he deems useful, and shall make such list
or lists and related information readily avail-
able to licensed practitioners and other per-
sons requiring such information. To the end
of making such list or lists and other infor-
mation most useful, the Surgeon General
shall from time to time consult with inter-
ested national professional organizatlions.

“Report

“Sec. 908. On or before June 30, 1967, the
Surgeon General, after consultation with the
Council, shall submit to the Secretary for
transmission to the President and then to
the Congress, a report of the activities under
this title together with (1) a statement of
the relationship between Federal financing
and financing from other sources of the ac-
tivities undertaken pursuant to this title,
(2) an appraisal of the activities assisted
under this title in the light of their effective-
ness in carrying out the purposes of this
title, and (8) recommendations with respect
to extension or modification of this title in
the light thereof.”

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. CROSS

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, I offer an’

amendment.
The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. Gross: Page 23,
line 6, strike out the quotation marks, and
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111:r:|Iman:um:ellj.r after line 6 insert the follow-
ng:
“Records and audit

“Sec, 909. (a) Each recipient of a grant
under this title shall keep such records as
the Surgeon General may prescribe, includ-
ing records which fully disclese the amount
and disposition by such recipient of the pro-
ceeds of such grant, the total cost of the
project or undertaking in ccnnection with
which such grant is made or used, and the
amount of that portion of the cost of the
project or undertaking supplied by other
sources, and such other records as will facili-
tate an effective audit.

*“{b) The Secretary of Health, Education,
and Welfare and the Comptroller General of
the United States, or any of their duly au-
thorized representatives, shall have access
for the purpose of audit and examination to
any books, documents, papers, and records
of the recipient of any grant under this
title which are pertinent to any such grant.”

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Iowa [Mr. Gross] is recognized in
support of his amendment.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, I would
hope that the distinguished chairman of
the committee would accept this amend-
ment which is basically section 11 of
Public Law 88-206 which is to follow as
the next order of business this afternoon.
This would give to the Comptroller Gen-
eral authority to audit the books and rec-
ords of this program. The money to be
expended in this program will be widely
distributed over the country and I cer-
tainly think it is very much in order to
give the Comptroller General full power
to scrutinize what is being done. Again,
Mr. Chairman, I urge the gentleman
from Arkansas to accept the amendment.

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. GROSS. I am glad to yield to the
gentleman.

Mr, HARRIS. First, let me thank the
gentleman for providing me in advance
with a copy of the amendment he has
just proposed. I have had an opportu-
nity to look it over and I observe that
it is identical to section 11 of the Clean
Air Act which was approved by our com-
mittee and adopted by the House and
the Congress, and is a part of the pres-
ent law. I believe a similar amendment
is included in some of the other public
health acts. I do know that only a few
days ago the committee included a simi-
lar amendment to the Library Act that
we have reported out.

Mr. GROSS. As well as the national
parks and concessionaires bill.

Mr. HARRIS. Yes, that is true, and
on various other legislative proposals.
I compliment the gentleman for offer-
ing the amendment.

As I indicated earlier, the distinguished
gentleman from California [Mr. Moss],
a member of the committee, usually sees
to it that these proposals are included.
I am not in a position to speak for other
members of the committee except that
I have had occasion to talk briefly to
some members here at the table, but per-
sonally I am prepared to accept the
amendment and I shall be glad on my
own account to accept the gentleman’s
amendment. I think it isa good amend-
ment.

Mr. GROSS. I thank the gentleman.
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The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentle-
man accept the amendment?

Mr. HARRIS. As I say, Mr. Chair-
man, on my own I accept the gentle-
man’s amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. Without objection,
the amendment is agreed to.

There was no objection.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. WHITE OF TEXAS

Mr. WHITE of Texas. Mr. Chairman,
I offer an amendment,

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. WHITE of
Texas: On page 15, line 11, after “medical
school” insert the following: “or other medi-
cal institution involved in postgraduate
medical training”.

Mr. WHITE of Texas. Mr. Chairman,
the amendment I am proposing is the
same as that adopted by the Senate com-
mittee. Its purpose is to make possible
the establishment of a regional medical
complex in an area where no medical-
school is located, provided there is some
other medical institution involved in
postgraduate medical training.

I believe my home city of El Paso, Tex.,
is an excellent example of such a loca-
tion. It is the largest city in a radius
of more than 400 miles. Together with
its sister city of Juarez, Mexico, it forms
a metropolitan community with a popu-
lation of more than 600,000, While it
has no medical school, it is the site of
a major U.S. Army Hospital which also
serves for treatment of veterans, of
the only school of nursing within a
300-mile radius, and of a medical com-
munity consisting of outstanding doctors
and hospital facilities. Because of its
border location, El Paso has special op-
portunities for research and for coopera-
tion with outstanding medical advances
in the Republic of Mexico. With proper
organization and preparation, El Paso
could meet every criterion mentioned in
this bill, except for the presence of a
medical school.

I believe the same situation exists in
many other important metropolitan
areas, Dr. Murray M. Copeland in his
statement to the Senate Committee on
Labor and Public Welfare said:

‘We belleve the committee should recognize
that specialized institutions, referred to in
this bill as Categorical Research Centers,
now in existence, are performing much of
the program which is envisioned in this bill,
and in the cancer fleld have been the source
of much of the strength of the present prog-
ress against cancer. We recommend, there-
fore, in the language of the bill it be made
clear that they can furnish essential plan-
ning and administrative leadership in re-
glonal complexes, and that they are furnish-
ing and should continue to furnish, the type
of teaching and training of manpower which
is particularly necessary for the successful
functioning of the proposed complexes.

And note especially these words of Dr.
Copeland:

There do exist areas in which such man-
power can best be planned for through
teaching institutions not directly affiliated
with medical schools.

The Senate saw fit to amend its bill
in keeping with the suggestion of Dr.
Copeland. I respectfully ask that the
House broaden the results of the pro-
posed health program by adopting this
amendment.
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Mr. HARRIS. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr, WHITE of Texas. I yield.

Mr. HARRIS. The gentleman will ob-
serve that on page 15 of the committee
bill, in section 902(b), the definition of a
medical center is a “medical school and
one or more hospitals affiliated there-
with for teaching, research, and demon-
stration purposes.”

The gentleman’s amendment would
add the words “or other medical institu-
tion involved in post graduate medical
training.” That is the precise language
that is included in the Senate-passed bill.

Mr, WHITE of Texas. That is correct.

Mr. HARRIS. As I analyze the lan-
guage, in my judgment, the amendment
would be complementary to the terms in-
cluded in the definition of “other insti-
tutions affiliated therewith,” though we
do use the term “hospitals affiliated
therewith for teaching,” and so forth. I
can see no conflict and, so far as I am
personally concerned, having discussed
it briefly with other Members who are
here, I have no objection to the amend-
ment.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment to the committee
amendment offered by the gentleman
from Texas [Mr. WHITE].

The amendment to the committee
amendment was agreed to.

(By unanimous consent, Mr. ALBERT
was granted permission to address the
House for 5 minutes and to speak out of
order.)

JOINT STATEMENT BY PRESIDENT OF THE UNITED
STATES AND PRESIDENT OF PANAMA ON AREAS
OF AGREEMENT REACHED IN CURRENT TREATY
NEGOTIATIONS
Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Chairman, I take

this time only to advise the House that

President Johnson and President Robles,

of Panama, have just issued a joint an-

nouncement in which they outlined areas
of agreement that have been reached in
the current treaty negotiations concern-
ing the Panama Canal. Once again the

United States has proclaimed to the

world that we intend to abide by our

commitments with full respect for the

rights of others. The commitment I

refer to is the bold yet prudent state-

ment delivered by President Johnson on

December 18, 1964, in which he proposed

that the United States should press for-

ward with Panama and other interested
governments in plans and preparations
for a sea level canal in this area and
that the United States should negotiate
with Panama an entirely new treaty to
govern the operation of the existing Pan-
ﬁrma Canal during the remainder of its

e.

In my judgment, these bold proposals
recognized the forward thinking of our
country without in any way belittling
the magnificent achievement of those
Americans who built the Panama Canal
and those who have taken part so effi-
ciently in the operation of the canal as
a service to world commerce for the past
half century.

The joint statement just issued indi-
cated that the United States and Pana-
ma have reached a significant phase in
what is manifestly an orderly negotiat-
ing process in this very complex matter.
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It is clear that both countries are mak-
ing every effort to understand and meet
the needs of both the present and the
future with full recognition of the rights
as well as the responsibilities of each
country.

With the abrogation of the 1903 treaty
and the recognition of Panama’s sover-
eignty over the area of the present Canal
Zone, the United States has shown its
complete awareness of the “winds of
change” prevailing throughout the
world. At the same time, participation
by both countries in the administration
of the canal demonstrates graphically
the mutual sense of responsibility and
cooperation prevalent in the negotia-
tions.

We are delichted to note the genuine
concern of both countries for the welfare
of the present employees of the canal
organization and to see the affirmation
that arrangements will be made to in-
sure that their rights and interests are
safeguarded.

I strongly endorse this joint statement
as eloquent proof of the friendship and
good will existing between our two coun-
tries and I am confident that the negoti-
ations will proceed in this same harmo-
nious atmosphere to the mutual bene-
fit of Panama, the United States, and
world commerce.

The joint statement follows:

JOINT STATEMENT OF THE PRESIDENT OF THE
UNITED STATES OF AMERICA AND THE PRESI-
DENT OF THE REPUBLIC OF PANAMA, SEPTEM-
BER 24, 1965

The President of the United States of
America and the President of the Republic of
Panama announced today that areas of agree-
ment have been reached In the current
treaty negotiations along the following lines:

In order to meet their present and future
needs the two countries are negotiating sep-
arately a new and modern treaty to replace
the 1903 treaty and its amendments, a base
rights and status of forces agreement and a
treaty under which there might be con-
structed across Panama a new sea level canal,

The two countries recognize that the pri-
mary interest of both countries lies in in-
suring that arrangements are provided for
effective operation and defense of the exist-
ing Panama Canal and any new canal which
may be constructed in Panama in the fu-
ture.

With respect to the status of the nego-
tiations on a new treaty to replace the 1903
treaty and its amendments, general areas
of agreement have been reached. The de-
talls of these areas of agreements are the
subject of current negotiations.

The purpose i8 to insure that Panama will
share with the United States responsibility
in the administration, management, and op-
eration of the canal as may be provided
in the treaty. Panama will also share with
the United States in the direct and in-
direct benefits from the existence of the
canal on its territory.

The areas of agreement reached are the
following:

1. The 1903 treaty will be abrogated.

2, The new treaty will effectively recog-
nize Panama’s sovereigniy over the area of
the present Canal Zone.

3. The new treaty will terminate after a
specified number of years or on the date of
the opening of the sea level canal whichever
occurs first.

4. A primary objective of the new treaty
will be to provide for an appropriate political,
economic, and social integration of the area
used in the canal operation with the rest
of the Republic of Panama. Both countries
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recognize there is need for an orderly tran-
sition to avold abrupt and possibly harmful
dislocations. We also recognize that certain
changes should be made over a period of
time. The new canal administration will be
empowered to make such changes in accord-
ance with guldelines in the new treaty.

5. Both countries recognize the important
responsibllity they have to be fair and help-
ful to the employees of all national'ties who
are serving so efficlently and well in the
operation of the canal. Appropriate arrange-
ments will be made to insure that the rights
and interests of these employees are safe-
guarded.

The new treaties will provide for the de-
fense of the existing canal and any sea level
canal which may be constructed in Panama.
U.S. forces and military facilities will be
maintained under a base rights and status
of forces agreement.

With respect to the sea level canal, the
United States will make studies and site sur-
veys of possible routes in Panama. Negotia-
tions are continuing with respect to the
methods and conditions of financing, con-
structing, and operating a sea level canal, in
the light of the importance of such a canal
to the Republic of Panama, to the United
States of America, to world commerce and to
the progress of mankind.

The United States and Panama will seek
the necessary solutions to the economic
problems which would be caused by the
construction of a sea level canal.

The present canal and any new canal
which may be constructed in the future
shall be open at all times to the vessels of
all nations on a nondiscriminatory basis.
The tolls would be reasonable in the light of
the contribution of the Republic of Panama
and the United States of America and of the
interest of world commerce.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will
read.

The Clerk read as follows:

Sec. 3. (a) Section 1 of the Public Health
Service Act is amended to read as follows:

“SecTION 1. Titles I to IX, inclusive, of this

Act may be cited as the ‘Public Health Serv-
ice Act’.”

(b) The Act of July 1, 1944 (58 Stat. 682),
as amended, is further amended by renum-
bering title IX (as in effect prior to the
enactment of this Act) as title X, and by
renumbering sections 901 through 914 (as
in effect prior to the enactment of this Act),
and references thereto, as sections 1001
through 1014, respectively.

Mr. KEE. Mr. Chairman, I ask unan-
imous consent to extend my remarks at
this point in the Recorp.

The CHAIRMAN, Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
West Virginia?

There was no objection.

Mr. KEE. Mr. Chairman, it is a real
privilege today to have this opportunity
to enthusiastically support H.R. 3140, a
bill to amend the Public Health Service
Act to assist in combating heart disase,
cancer, stroke, and other major diseases.

In this connection, for more than two
decades, the Federal Government has
made generous contributions to the twin
purposes of public health and medical
research with gratifying results. In
this sense, the program before the House
for consideration today, is an enlarge-
ment and development of the programs
now in effect.

Perhaps the most striking feature of
this proposed enlarged program is that
a massive campaign will be waged
against the three great killers of mod-
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ern times—cancer, heart disease, and
stroke. These three enemies of the hu-
man race will cause 7 out of every 10
deaths in the United States in 1965.
These three killers are the successors to
the old plague diseases which took heavy
toll in former centuries, but which have
been very nearly extinguished by the
advance of modern science. But while
poliomyelitis, smallpox, yellow fever,
and malaria had been common in the
past, medical experts estimate that 48
million citizens—that is approximately
one-fourth of our present population
now living—will become cancer victims
during their lifetime. The elimination
of this killer, through the joint efforts of
the medical profession and the Govern-
ment, could be the greatest boon ever
conferred upon the American people.
This health plan would establish regional
health centers to make available the
latest means of combating heart disease,
stroke, and cancer. These regional cen-
ters are not designed to work independ-
ently but are designed to assist medical
schools and to assist teaching hospitals
and local medical centers in doing the
job that must be done.

Another important feature of this ex-
tremely essential proposed legislation is
the provision designed to help the medi-
cal profession meet the growing needs of
trained personnel. Ten years, hence,
the Nation will need 50,000 more doctors
than today. Already there is an acute
shortage of dentists and 10 years hence
the country will need 100 percent more
dentists than we have today. Obviously,
privately owned and operated medical
and dental schools cannot bear the great
expense needed for this expansion.

Mr. Chairman, no man can deny the
fact that the future of our Nation—the
future in our children—will be dependent
upon the expanded joint efforts proposed
in H.R. 3140 in order to provide the best
possible care for the three great killers
of modern times. By approving this
measure today, we will take a tremen-
dous step forward in providing more ef-
fective measures that will insure a
healthy America of tomorrow.

Therefore, Mr. Chairman, from the
bottom of my heart, I believe that Chair-
man Harris and the members of the
Committee on Interstate and Foreign
Commerce of the U.S. House of Repre-
sentatives are to be highly commended
for the effective program presented
today.

In conclusion, Mr. Chairman, it is my
deep hope that the Members of the
House will unanimously approve H.R.
3140 and, by such action, each of us will
leave the Chamber today with the con-
viction in our hearts that we have made
a substantial contribution that will
benefit not only the younger generations
of America, but those yet to come.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the committee amendment as a substi-
tute for the bill.

The committee amendment was agreed
to. ;
The CHAIRMAN. Under the rule, the
Committee rises.

Accordingly, the Committee rose; and
the Speaker having resumed the chair,
Mr. Froop, Chairman of the Committee
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of the Whole House on the State of the
Union, reported that that Committee,
having had under consideration the bill
(H.R. 3140) to amend the Public Health
Service Act to assist in combating heart
disease, cancer, stroke, and other major
diseases, pursuant to House Resolution
586, he reported the bill back to the
House with an amendment adopted by
the Committee of the Whole.

The SPEAKER. Under the rule, the
previous question is ordered. The ques-
tion is on the amendment.

The amendment was agreed to.

The SPEAKER. The question is on
the engrossment and third reading of
the bill.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time and was read the
third time.

The SPEAKER. The question is on
the passage of the bill.

The bill was passed.

The title was amended so as to read:
“A bill to amend the Public Health Serv-
ice Act to assist in combating heart dis-
ease, cancer, stroke, and related dis-
ea.ses.’l

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

The SPEAKER. Pursuant to the
provisions of House Resolution 586, the
Committee on Interstate and Foreign
Commerce is discharged from the fur-
ther consideration of the bill S. 596.
bﬂThe Clerk read the title of the Senate

MOTION OFFERED BY MR. HARRIS

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. Speaker, I offer a
motion.

The Clerk read as follows:

Motion offered by Mr. Harris: Strike out
all after the enacting clause of S. 596 and
insert in lieu thereof the provisions of H.R.
3140 as passed.

The motion was agreed to.

The Senate bill as amended was
ordered to be read a third time, was
read the third time, and passed.

The title was amended so as to read:
“A bill to amend the Public Health Serv-
ice Act to assist in combating heart dis-
ease, cancer, stroke, and related dis-
eases.”

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

A similar House bill was laid on the
table.

GENERAL LEAVE TO EXTEND

Mr. HARRIS, Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
who desire to do so may extend their re-
marks at the appropriate place on H.R.
3140 and include extraneous matter.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Arkansas?

There was no objection.

CLEAN AIR AND SOLID WASTE
DISPOSAL ACT

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. Speaker, I move
that the House resolve itself into the
Committee of the Whole House on the
State of the Union for the consideration
of the bill (8. 306) to amend the Clean
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Air Act to require standards for con-
trolling the emission of pollutants from
gasoline-powered or diesel-powered ve-
hicles, to establish a Federal Air Pollu-
tion Control Laboratory, and for other
purposes.

The motion was agreed to.

IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WEHOLE

Accordingly, the House resolved itself
into the Committee of the Whole House
on the State of the Union for the consid-
eration of the bill S. 306, with Mr.
Froop in the chair.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

By unanimous consent, the first read-
ing of the bill was dispensed with.

The CHAIRMAN. Under the rule, the
gentleman from Arkansas [Mr. HArrIs]
will be recognized for 1 hour and the
gentleman from Nebraska [Mr. Cun-
NiNGHAM] will be recognized for 1 hour.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Arkansas [Mr, HARrIS].

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself as much time as I may consume.

Mr. Chairman, this is a bill that is
highly important to the health of the
Nation. We have just finished, after
considerable debate, a bill highly im-
portant to the future health of our peo-
ple. This bill does not appear to be the
type of bill that offers the same senti-
mental attraction, but there is nothing
more important to the health of our
people than having wholesome, clean air
to breathe. That is what this bill is de-
signed to do. It proposes to meet, as far
as possible, the problem of pollution of
the air in a way that will not interfere
with our economy or with our industry,
but will continue to serve the needs of the
people of our Nation. It does, however,
seek to meet what we are going to have to
come to a decision on.

We have observed over the years that
the problem of air pollution is growing
each year.

It will be remembered that in the 88th
Congress our committee reported and the
Congress passed a bill to improve,
strengthen, and accelerate programs for
the prevention and abatement of air pol-
lution. That was a very important pro-
gram. It was something new, something
visionary.

It presented a step toward meeting
the problems that are absolutely a must
insofar as the future of our people are
concerned. We tried to meet certain of
these problems that we knew existed in-
sofar as air pollution is concerned and
attempted, in a limited way, to provide
for the abatement of this problem.

Now, Mr. Chairman, we have today a
bill which deals primarily with two pub-
lic health problems.

First, air pollution resulting from
emissions from automobiles. Now, Mr.
Chairman, this is very important I sup-
pose to every family or almost every
family in the United States.

Then, second, the problems involved
in the disposal of solid waste. Our com-
mittee was unanimous in reporting title
I of this bill which deals with automo-
tive air pollution.
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However, I frankly admit, Mr. Chair-
man, that there was a great deal of con-
troversy in the committee, and probably
will be here in the Committee of the
Whole House on the State of the Union
today, over title II of the bill dealing
with solid waste disposal.

Mr. Chairman, title I of this bill deals
with air pollution resulting from the
operation of motor vehicles and provides
authority for the Secretary of the De-
partment of Health, Education, and Wel-
fare to establish standards for emission
from new gasoline-powered and new
diesel-powered motor vehicles. These
standards, Mr. Chairman, will apply to
the motor vehicles manufactured on and
after the date established by the Sec-
retary.

The automotive industry has informed
our committee that the industry will be
able to meet the nationwide standards
by 1968, which means that it is antici-
pated automobiles sold throughout the
United States during the fall of 1967 and
thereafter will very likely meet such
standards prescribed by the Secretary to
meet this problem.

There were many bills introduced and
referred to our committee. Under some
of them specific standards were estab-
lished for motor vehicles. We have not
adopted specific standards in the legis-
lation for obvious reasons, but have left
the criteria flexible so that the Secre-
tary would be able to prescribe feasible
and reasonable standards.

We have to recognize that we will have
problems in the future that we cannot
precisely see today. Ideally, the only
type of emissions that would occur from
gasoline powered or diesel engines would
be carbon dioxide and water. TUnfor-
tunately, the process of burning of fuel
that takes place inside the engine of a
motor vehicle is not complete enough to
lead to this result. This means, then,
that the exhaust from the automobile,
or from trucks or buses, contain some of
the fuel that is not completely burned.
It is therefore discharged into the at-
mosphere as hydrocarbons. Due to in-
complete combustion some carbon mo-
noxide is discharged. Oxides of nitrogen
are also formed, and when weather con-
ditions are such that the exhaust fumes
from the automobiles tend to accumu-
late, they are acted on by the sunlight,
resulting in what is familiarly known as
“smog.” Due to local geographic and
weather conditions, smog exists in Los
Angeles to a worse extent than in any
other city in the United States.

However, from our hearings we have
developed that many of your larger cities
are beginning to have problems arising
out of air pollution, to which the auto-
mobile exhaust is making a significant
contribution.

Speaking of Los Angeles, I was in Los
Angeles in 1960 during the National
Democratic Convention. I had heard a
great deal about the smog in Los Angeles.
I frankly had some doubts about it my-
self. I was there about 3 days with no
results. My doubts were confirmed, that
all of this talk about smog in Los An-
geles was a bit of publicity. But about
the fourth or fifth day something hap-
pened to me. My eyes began fo burn. I
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thought somebody had thrown some dust
or something in my face I did not know
about, or they had squirted something,
and it got in my eyes.

I remember I was driving out of Los
Angeles, about 60 miles down toward San
Diego. This thing was bothering me no
little bit. Then I suddenly came to fully
realize that the smog had hit.

I then became thoroughly convinced
that all of these reports we had been re-
ceiving as to the problem in California
were actually not a figment of the imagi-
nation.

Polluted air constitutes not only a nui-
sance—it is a health problem as well.
Just recently, a study was conducted of
the excess deaths attributable to air pol-
lution in New York City during the pe-
riod January 29 to February 12, 1963—
a period during which weather condi-
tions were such as to lead to concen-
glrat.lons of pollutants in the air at that

ty.

This study revealed that during that
particular 2-week period of unusually
high air pollution, over 400 of the 4,596
deaths that occurred in the city were
attributable primarily to air pollution.
This was not all caused by emissions
from automobiles. It was caused from
other activities within that great metro-
politan city.

So there are many sources of air pollu-
tion in addition to automobile exhaust
and these other factors contributed sig-
nificantly to the excess deaths during this
episode that occurred in New York City
during 1963. It must be realized, how-
ever, that air pollution attributable to
automobiles played a significant part in
this episode.

In addition to dealing with the prob-
lems of automotive air pollution, title
I of this bill would also provide that the
Secretary may call a conference with re-
spect to air pollution adversely affecting
persons in Mexico or Canada. Where
such a conference has been called, the
representatives of those two nations,
Mexico and Canada, would have all the
rights of a State air pollution control
agency, But this provision contained in
the bill as provided by the other body was
amended to provide that a foreign coun-
try would have such rights as provided
in this section only if reciprocal rights
are provided for persons in the United
States by such foreign countries.

We think that is a reasonable provision
and a reasonable requirement.

In addition, the committee added a
section to the bill providing that if the
Secretary determines an air pollution
problem may result from discharges in
the atmosphere, he may call a confer-
ence in which all interested persons are
to be given an opportunity to be heard.
After the conference the Secretary may
make findings and recommendations.
These recommendations, of -course,
would be advisory in character but would
be admitted together with the record of
the conference as a part of any abate-
ment proceedings brought thereafter.

Now the bill, as passed by the Senate,
would have authorized the Secretary to
construct, staff and equip a Federal air
pollution control laboratory. Our com-
mittee amended this authority to make
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it more flexible and to permit the Secre-
tary to establish, equip and staff such
facilities as he determines to be neces-
sary to carry out this authority.

We think wunder the ecircumstances
since we are just entering on this pro-
gram and there are many problems that
are going to develop which we cannot
foresee at this time that there should be
more flexibility for the Secretary to meet
such problems as they develop.

One other feature of the bill relating
to air pollution deserves some mention.
This is the provision providing for ac-
celerated research programs relating to,
first, the control of hydrocarbon emis-
sions from motor vehicles and, secondly,
to low-cost techniques to reduce emis-
sions of oxide of sulfur produced by
combustion of sulfur-containing fuel.

Let me deviate for just a moment.
There was a bill that I introduced in
connection with this program that would
give the Secretary authority to control
the fuel used in any Federal buildings
within the United States. That had to
do with any expansion or new construe-
tion in the future.

Obviously what would have occurred in
that regard is that we would have legis-
lated the use of other fuels than coal
or fuel oil. The information that we de-
veloped during the hearings of the com-
mittee provided that if this authority,
which is rather general, was given to the
Secretary and the Secretary would carry
out what was proposed, that, along with
a program that had been proposed for
adoption by the Bureau of the Budget,
it would have meant difficulties for the
coal and fuel oil industries.

So, during the course of the hearings,
we tried to clarify what was involved.
The Bureau of the Budget apparently
was not satisfied with what was pro-
posed. Conferences were held, and they
did not approve the proposed order. But
there was information that came to us
that although the Bureau of the Budget
had not approved this order, they were
going to proceed anyway to put this prin-
ciple into effect. We were told that it
was proposed to inaugurate a program
which would virtually say that any new
buildings of the Federal Government in
the future could not use coal or residual
fuel oil substantially because of the sul-
fur content. The reason for that is that
most of the coal and imported residual
fuel oil used has such a sulfur content
that it would be beyond what the regu-
lation would provide.

This created quite a controversy, and
I believe appropriately so. We pursued
the subject and sought to make it abun-
dantly clear by getting a letter from the
Department, which Members will find in-
corporated on pages 2 and 3 of the report.
In that letter the Department assures
the committee and the Congress that it
will undertake no further effort to in-
voke such a broad, general policy merely
by regulation. In that way we eliminate
the serious objection that was offered
by the coal industry and the fuel oil
industry.

I believe it is important to mention
that point because of the attitude of
some in the Department who had arbi-
trarily taken it upon themselves to try
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to bring about, through regulation, such
a principle without having it cleared as
it should be through the regular, estab-
lished order, if not by congressional ac-
tion, then through the Bureau of the
Budget.

We would expect—and, of course, I
know we can expect—the Department to
carry out its policy in that regard.

Mr. Chairman, title IT of the bill deals
with the problem of the disposal of solid
waste. There are those who feel that
this is an unnecessary invasion and in-
terference by the Government into a
problem that should be primarily loecal.

If we accepted the viewpoint of those
who feel that the Federal Government is
going to assume the responsibility and
the obligation of disposing of garbage
and all solid waste of municipalities all
over this country, then they would be
right, but I want to make it abundantly
clear here and now that that is not the

purpose of the program.
The purpose of this program is re-
search, Investigations, experiments,

training, surveys, studies and demonstra-
tions, relating to the operation of financ-
ing and otherwise disposing of this solid
waste product. That is what this pro-
gram involves.

This program was contained in the bill
passed by the Senate. It is included in
legislation proposed by many of our col-
leagues. The report mentions the vari-
ous Members who have introduced legis-
lation along this line, all of which bills
were referred to the committee.

Other than the bill to which I referred
a moment ago, having to do with Federal
facilities, the bill given most considera-
tion was that offered by the distin-
guished chairman of the House Commit~
tee on Public Works, the gentleman from
Maryland [Mr. Farronl, and the bill
which passed the Senate, being consid-
ered today, S. 306.

What we did was along the lines gen-
erally proposed in S. 306, which is the
bill most acceptable to the Department
of Health, Education, and Welfare, to
the President and his administration.
Many of the provisions of the gentle-
man’s bill are included in this.

This is a highly important title to this
bill. Even though it is going to be some-
what controversial, I believe that when
we conclude the debate the overwhelm-
ing sentiment in the House will be be-
hind it. We should understand what is
proposed. We should be farsighted
enough to take this advanced step to-
ward doing something about solid waste
disposal through incineration and other
means which might be developed, some
of which are not in existence today. This
should be of great interest to the over-
whelming majority of the House.

Remember that more than one-half of
all the cities in the United States, with
populations in excess of 2,500 have in-
adequate or improper waste disposal
practices. Smaller communities in par-
ticular have had to resort to open dumps
and equally unhealthful and unsanitary
methods. Such practices are menaces
both to the communities themselves and
to the rural countryside.

As a result many communities have
been subject to litigation, which has been
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brought by many people because of
highly unsatisfactory conditions caused
by mounting volumes of garbage, refuse,
and debris which must be disposed of.
Fly- and rodent-breeding places, water
and air pollution and general nuisances
are all directly associated with these sit-
uations. More and more, these cities of
all sizes are confronted with insoluble
problems and are requesting the types of
assistance provided by S. 306. Many of
the smaller cities are requesting assist-
ance from the Federal Government. If
these problems continue to grow unat-
tended, they can only get worse—and
costlier—to solve in the long run. For
these important reasons, the establish-
ment of a national program of research
and demonstration as provided in S. 306
is a vital need to communities, small and
large, and to rural residents as well.

I urge Members to get a copy of the
report and turn to page 7 and just read
the information which we have devel-
oped here about the accumulation of lit-
ter and refuse and junk which causes
fire hazards and contributes to accidents
and destroys the beauty of the cities
and countryside. What is the use of
having a beautification program which
is going fo be brought to this House in
a few days if at the same time we are
going to permit a situation to exist where
there is no proper method for dealing
with such rubbish as demolition debris,
construction refuse, or abandoned ma-
terial, such as old refrigerators, waste
from slaughterhouses, canneries, and
manufacturing plants, and all of this
other stuff that is dumped in this coun-
try every day. What we are trying to
do here is to develop some method of new
techniques whereby these cities can have
available methods to use besides taking
it out in the countryside and dumping
it, which creates a condition that I know
the people of this country just do not
want. This is highly important and
I think it should be seriously considered
by this Committee.

Mr. STEED. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. HARRIS. I shall be glad to yield
to the gentleman from Oklahoma.

Mr. STEED. I thank the gentleman
for yielding.

Let me say first a few years ago wnen
I served as a member of the subcom-
mittee which held hearings on the smog
situation in Los Angeles I was privileged
to hear the scientists from UCLA give a
detailed report on the research they had
done. After hearing that and ever since
I have been a strong advocate of this
type of legislation in the field of air
pollution.

I would like to address my question
to the part of title IT of the bill concern-
ing solid waste disposal and to call at-
tention to the secornd paragraph of your
report on page 8 where you make men-
tion of the fact that the committee does
not want anything in this legislation to
duplicate work being done in this area
by the secondary materials industry. I
have in my district a company, the In-
ternational Disposal Corp., which for
many years has been spending large sums
of money experimenting with a process
which is now perfected and which is now
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in the process of being put into commer-
cial production, which deals with one
phase of solid waste disposal. What I
would like to know from the chairman
is this: Do you think the terms of this
bill are broad enough to cover an ac-
tivity of this sort and protect it from
having their activities duplicated by the
provisions of this bill? Or does it re-
quire additional language in the bill to
include this type of activity along with
the secondary materials industry?

Mr, HARRIS. The committee thought
in its deliberate consideration of this
problem that it had sufficiently resolved
this question. I would like to quote the
sentence following the sentence that the
gentleman read in the House report on
page 8. I think this explains the atti-
tude of the committee and what we in-
tended, anyway. If we do not do it to
the satisfaction of the gentleman and
other Members, we will be glad to do so in
order to make it clear that that is what
we intend. We said there:

The committee, therefore, expects that the
funds authorized under this act will be used
to demonstrate new and improved methods
in solid waste disposal and not for facilitles
that would duplicate—

And Irepeat—
not for facilities that would duplicate those
gfyarated by the secondary materials indus-

We did not intend to interfere with the
magnificent effort of such companies as
the gentleman has referred to in his own
State.

Mr. STEED. Mr. Chairman, I appre-
ciate what the chairman has said. I am
in hopes that the Department will realize
that any activity under this bill, if it be-
comes law, that duplicates this sort of
thing would not be in keeping with the
spirit and intent of the committee and
the bill and would also be a foolish waste
of public funds.

Mr. HARRIS. The gentleman has ac-
curately stated the committee’s inten-
tion.

Mr. McCLORY. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. HARRIS. I yield to the gentle-
man.

Mr. McCLORY. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman for yielding.

Mr. Chairman, I have a constituent
who has written me about title II of this
legislation. This gentleman appears to
be in the scrap iron business and he
writes in part as follows:

5. 806 In its present form needs more study
and certainly a new definition of *“solid
waste.” Scrap iron that feeds our steel mills
and paper stock that conserves our forests
and feeds the paper mills certainly is not
" or “junk.”

The question I have to ask of the
gentleman is whether or not the gentle-
man would consider that scrap iron
which is for use in steel mills is to be
included within the definition as a solid
waste.

Mr. HARRIS. We had some discus-
sion of that particular program. I think
it was decided that to single out any one
product or commodity might make it
necessary to go on ad infinitum and

“was
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single out others; that it would be ob-
vious that scrap iron and even such mat-
ters as could be baled and utilized as we
do in this country would not be consid-
ered as solid waste as we define in this
legislation.

Mr. McCLORY. In other words, it is
the intention to provide research and
studies in cooperation with local and
State governments with regard to solid
waste that we want to get rid of and not
solid waste which we want to sell and
utilize in industry in some other way.

Mr. HARRIS. Yes. I might say the
kind of solid waste that would be re-
ferred to as trash or rubbish or garbage
that they get from homes and so forth
and which pose a problem to a commu-
nity, particularly in the metropolitan
areas where there are governmental en-
tities all intertwined, represent a differ-
ent matter. Here you have a govern-
mental entity in this vicinity, and in an
adjoining vicinity another one, and the
maybe another one. This presents a
health problem in solid waste disposal.
There is no way in which these govern-
mental entities can deal with this prob-
lem as it should be dealt with except by
agreement, and that is always difficult.

We had testimony from certain of our
cities that have this problem where cer-
tain entities of Government felt that an-
other one should assume more responsi-
bility, and that one said, “No, this one
should do it,” and the first thing you
know they go around in circles and noth-
ing is done, which creates these hazard-
ous health problems.

I feel that we can by demonstration
and experiment and new techniques deal
with those Government entities and
come up with new methods of disposal to
meet this ever-growing problem in our
society.

Mr. McCLORY. That is the way I
understand it.

Mr. HARRIS. What the gentleman
has referred to is a product that does not
come from a municipality as solid waste,
as such, but is a product that is utilized
in our industrial, private endeavors in
this country. We do talk in the record
about reclaiming certain solid waste, but
that means reclaiming this kind of solid
waste that I am talking about and not
reclaiming such items as scrap iron,
which would, through the processes we
know of in this country, be utilized again
in our industrial output.

Mr. McCLORY. I thank the gentle-
man.

Mr. EDMONDSON. Mr. Chalrman,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr, HARRIS. I shall be glad to yield
to the gentleman from Oklahoma.

Mr. EDMONDSON. 1 thank the chair-
man, because it has been a distinet
pleasure to hear this presentation by the
distinguished chairman of the great com-
mittee which has brought this bill to the
floor of the House. I have had the feel-
ing once again that we are listening to
one of the really statesmanlike legisla-
tors of this body in the presentation that
has been made.

Mr. Chairman, the report of the com-
mittee makes reference to a problem
which undoubtedly is a growing national
problem with reference to the effective
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control of motor vehicle pollution and
it states—and I believe that probably it
is going to take several years to get to a
point of effective control—but it goes on
and states that the techniques now avail-
able provide only a partial reduction in
motor vehicle emission and for the future
better methods of control will clearly be
needed.

The question I would like to address to
the gentleman is with reference to the
letter which is reprinted in the report at
pages 38. and the following pages, in
which the Secretary of the Department
of the Interior points out the program
which has been conducted in this field
for some time by the Department of the
Interior, and points out that the exper-
tise of the Department of the Interior
is available to the Secretary of the De-
partment of Health, Education, and Wel-
fare in connection with the solution of
this problem,

I would like to make quite certain,
based upon a reading of this bill, that the
committee does intend that the Secre-
tary of the Department of Health, Edu-
cation, and Welfare continue to avail
himself of the expertise of other depart-
ments and to seek their judgment and
assistance in connection with this very
serious national problem. I believe the
Department of the Interior is in a posi-
tion to make a very distinct contribu-
tion in this field. I know that the Bureau
of Mines with its facilities in particular
have been working on this for a very
long time and have come up in my opin-
ion with some outstanding contribu-
tions.

It is my hope that when title I is placed
completely under the authority of the
Secretary of the Department of Health,
Education, and Welfare, that it is, none-
theless, the intention of this great com-
mittee and its chairman that the Secre-
tary of the Department of Health, Edu-
cation, and Welfare continue to make
full use of the facilities and personnel
as well as the expertise of the Depart-
ment of the Interior in connection with
this problem.

Mr. HARRIS. The gentleman is cor-
rect, that it is the intention that the
Department of Health, Education, and
Welfare—the Secretary—utilize the serv-
ices of any and all of the Government
agencies, of industry, local governments,
State governments, and any source what-
;ocla;er which can be of assistance in this

eld.

The bill provides that the Secretary
must consider these views that will be
submitted from other sources in connec-
tion with these air pollution programs.

With respect to solid wastes, I will say
further to the gentleman, if he will ob-
serve the bill itself, in title II there is
$92 million authorized to deal with this
problem over a period of 4 years.

Also approximately $60 million of this
authorization is made available to the
Secretary of Health, Education, and
Welfare, and the other $32 million is
made available to the Secretary of the
Department of the Interior, to carry out
work in the field of solid-waste disposal.

Mr. EDMONDSON. If I understand
correctly, the effective working relation-
ship between those two departments as
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they now exist would continue. A good
deal of the work of the Department of
Interior has been conducted at times with
funds made available by the Department
of Health, Education, and Welfare to
carry out projects of the Department of
Health, Education, and Welfare. I was
hoping, with some very understandable
instances of the role of the Secretaries of
Health, Education, and Welfare in this
air pollution field, it was still the in-
tention of this committee that effective
working relationships of this type would
utilize the experts of other departments
in the future.

Mr. HARRIS. The gentleman is cor-
rect. It was made very clear in the
original act passed in the 88th Congress
on abatement of air pollution that we
Intgnded for that principle to be carried
out.

Mr. McCARTHY. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. HARRIS. I yield to the gentle-
man from New York.

Mr. McCARTHY. Mr. Chairman, I
am most interested in section 102 pro-
viding for the international control of
of air pollution. Since I come from
Buffalo, which is on the United States-
Canadian border, with only about a half-
mile of water separating us, can the
gentleman cite a case of how section 102
would work in this instance of pollution
emanating from the United States in
the Buffalo area and going over to Fort
Erie in Ontario, right across the Niagara
River?

Mr. HARRIS. There would be a prob-
lem from Buffalo into Canada. That
problem would be recognized. The peo-
ple in Canada affected would raise some
objection. They would through the reg-
ular procedures make a complaint to our
country. Before they could proceed to
bring about any program to deal with
the subject they would have to be in
agreement for reciprocal treatment. On
the agreement of reciprocity there would
be inaugurated a program by the Secre-
tary to deal with that particular prob-
lem, and similar to the problem existing
in Chicago and other places.

Mr. McCARTHY. The Secretary of
HEW upon request of the Secretary of
State would convene a conference; is
that correct?

Mr. HARRIS. That would be one ap-
proach to it. We do not say precisely
that is the way it is going to be done, but
I am sure our own Government would
require any official complaint to be
brought through regular channels. It is
entirely possible that the municipality
across from Buffalo, Fort Erie, Ontario,
the municipality itself would make the
complaint direct to the Secretary. Then
the Secretary would investigate and de-
clare what procedure was necessary to
bring about reciprocity. Then after that
had been established the program as pro-
vided in this bill would come into play,
and they would through public hearings
and regular procedures develop the prob-
lem and see if there were some way it
could be reached.

Mr. McCARTHY. I thank the chair-
man very much.

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. Chairman, I want
to make it clear again that this does not
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mean that the Federal Government is
taking over the solid waste disposal prob-
lem. To the contrary, the Solid Waste
Disposal Act is, I repeat, aimed at mobili-
zation of all levels of government, Fed-
eral, State, and local, recruiting the
talents of scientists and other specialists
in industry to participate in a nationwide
program affecting the health and well-
being of most of our citizens.

It is traditional in this country for the
Federal Government to lend assistance
in eliminating a national problem. This
is a national problem—do not overlook
that. And it is traditional for the Fed-
eral Government to aid in meeting prob-
lems through supporting research dem-
onstrations and training when local,
State and private sources are unable to
cope with the magnitude of the problem.

So let me emphasize that the Federal
moneys are only a small fraction of the
governmental expenditures in this field.
But even so they would be directed at
across-the-board activities which are in-
tended to be beneficial to all of our great
country. y

Let us not overlook the fact that solid
wastes are related to and contribute to
our air and water pollution problems.
Certainly if this Congress can provide
national programs for action against air
and water pollution, we can at least do
something about this problem that is as
significant as in all respects of the same
magnitude as the problem of solid wastes
disposal throughout the Nation today.

Our committee by an overwhelming
majority commends this legislative pro-
gram as one of the great forward steps
in an attempt to deal with a national
problem. We hope that the House will
approve this bill in its entirety.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Arkansas has consumed 50 minutes
and has 10 minutes remaining.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Nebraska [Mr. CuNwineHAM] for
1 hour.

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Chairman,
I yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

Mr. Chairman, I want to commend
our distinguished chairman who has very
carefully and in detail explained this
very important piece of legislation. A
little while ago we passed a bill on heart,
cancer, and stroke—an important piece
of legislation I am sure. But to me
there is very little legislation that I can
think of that is more important than the
bill we now have under consideration.
Because today we have a polluted at-
mosphere and this particular bill gets at
one of the root causes of certain types of
cancer including lung cancer.

We passed a bill not long ago where
our committee brought before the House
and the House passed the bill, to stamp
a cigarette package with a warning say-
ing that smoking is dangerous to your
health, and so forth. There is no proof
and there was no proof before our com-
mittee that we could rely upon, that ciga-
rette smoking causes lung cancer. But
there is proof that certain types of noxi-
ous fumes from automobiles and diesel
trucks and chemical plants, and so forth
do cause and are the cause of certain
types of lung cancer. So this bill is very
important.

CXI——1580
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What this country needs is good, clean,
pure air. I remember when I came here
about 10 years ago our distinguished col-
league, the gentleman from Minnesota
[Mr. BraTnix], made a statement to this
body and said:

Within 10 years the most important prob-
lem this country will face is the problem of
having an ample supply of good, clean, pure
water,

Through his efforts and the support of
this House we have made great strides,
so that today we are on the road to vie-
tory in this battle for good, clean, pure,
water. So this bill today is beginning
that same type of battle so that maybe
10 years hence we will be able to have
good, clean, pure air to breathe.

Doctors tell us that the finest form of
exercise is just walking around in the
out of doors. But how many of us can
walk outdoors without inhaling all of
these lousy, obnoxious fumes? One can-
not walk around the block without
breathing them in. So the people are
not exercising as they should because so
many of them know that this is true.

I wish to speak just a moment on the
subject of solid waste disposal. I am
favorable that that provision should re-
main in this bill. I wonder if I could
direct a question to the distinguished
chairman. I was going to ask if he might
answer the following inquiry: Under the
definition of “solid waste,” would the
chairman think that the term would in-
clude leaves that fall in the autumn
time?

Mr. HARRIS. It is conceivable that
it could include refuse that might come
from leaves, because they would become
a part of waste disposal, which I know
the gentleman has experienced in great
metropolitan areas. I know at my own
home we burn our leaves in a wire basket
or similar container in the back yard.
It creates certain disposal waste that we
must do something with. So in that way
leaves could become a solid waste.

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. I appreciate
that response. That is the way I read
the legislation. I understand that it
would be included.

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. Chairman, if the
gentleman would yield further, I wish to
reiterate that it is not the intention to
take over the problem of waste disposal.
The program is designed to find new
ways, methods, and techniques of dis-
posing of solid wastes in order that we
can make those ways, methods, and so
forth available to the municipalities and
the communities of our country for waste
disposal.

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. I thank the
chairman. I understand that perfectly.
‘Where I come from, and I am not speak-
ing only of leaf disposal but of the burn-
ing of leaves, we are not allowed to burn
leaves willy-nilly at any time of the day.
They must be burned in a certain type
of container, and only during a certain
period of the day.

My temporary home here in Arlington
County has no such restrictions. Any
Member who lives in Arlington County
knows what a terrible situation we have
over there when everyone is burning
their leaves out in the street, on the side-
walk, or in their backyards. Those
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fumes hang over the neighborhood for
hours upon hours.

So I think that is an important point
that should be researched because I be-
lieve that it, too, has something to do
with lung cancer and related diseases.

Mr, Chairman, as I said, our distin-
guished chairman has amply described
this legislation. It is most desirable leg-
islation. If the day ever comes that we
can breathe good, pure, clean air, then
I think we shall really have accomplished
a great deal toward the good health of
the American people.

Mr. Chairman, I yield as much time as
he might consume to the gentleman from
Minnesota [Mr. NELSEN].

Mr. NELSEN. Mr. Chairman, I shall
not use much time.

I wish to point out that there was
complete agreement on most parts of
this bill. The automotive industry has
been quite concerned, because there are
many proposals on legislative fronts
dealing with these problems, they fear
that we might be running into situ-
ations in which many States would come
up with regulatory legislation setting up
standards for control of exhaust fumes
and so forth. There also seemed to be
some need for national standards in this
field in other related areas. Of course,
by enactment of a law such as this this
problem would be eliminated.

We did find in the committee some
disagreement as to the part of the bill
relating to disposal of solid waste.

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. NELSEN. I yield to the gentle-
man from Arkansas.

Mr. HARRIS. One matter I over-
looked, which I believe ought to be called
to the attention of the Members, is the
cost to the public of a program dealing
with the matter of emissions from auto-
mobiles.

Representatives of the automobile in-
dustry appeared before the committee,
and testified at length on the program,
and in support of it. It was their gen-
eral estimate, as I recall, that this might
entail an additional cost of approxi-
mately $50 per automobile.

It should be mentioned also that the
industry has developed a device for con-
trol of emissions from automobiles which
is a State requirement in California for
1966 because of conditions in Los An-
geles.

There are those who feel perhaps this
will entail an increased cost to the con-
sumer in the price of an automobile. It
is entirely possible an additional cost
may be required. We provide that at the
appropriate time, when standards are
provided by the Secretary, under the
well-established procedures that we de-
velop here, these devices must be in-
cluded to solve the problem. We pro-
vide that it may be a built-in device, ulti-
mately, instead of a different attach-
ment, say a device attached to the car-
buretor or the crankcase or the engine
head, as the case may be. This has to
come sooner or later, to take care of the
problem with respect to exhaust fumes
This will add some cost.

It may be that as time goes on these
built-in devices within motors will take
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care of the problem. How much the in-
creased cost might be at that time we
cannot say.

We could very well afford fo do with-
out some of the very elaborate things
which are included in the automobiles of
the country today, in order to take care
of this kind of problem which presents a
health hazard.

Mr. NELSEN. I thank the gentleman.

I might point out that in the commit-
tee the section of the bill dealing with
solid waste was the only section which
seemed to be in some dispute. We found
there were those who had the opinion
that it should not be in this bill and
should be treated as a separate subject.
I believe the Senate took it out of its
bill. However, it has been considered
in another measure there.

We did feel we should make one sug-
gestion, contained in our minority views.
The Department of Health, Education,
and Welfare made this statement:

The collection and disposal of solid wastes
should continue to be primarily the function
of State, regional, and local agencies.

We continued:

We do not agree, however, with its final
conclusion because it 1s our position that
the Federal Government should not par-
ticipate in solid waste disposal by providing
financial ald including construction money
and technical assistance, as the bill provides.

Now, as the chairman has pointed out,
the purpose which he seeks to gain is ex-
perimental, to determine ways in which
we can handle this solid waste, not pri-
marily to give assistance to communities
to eliminate their personal or local prob-
lems but more in the direction of finding
a method that all communities could
finally follow. However, I might mention
the language on page 34 of the bill is
rather broad, but I do think that the
legislative history will pretty well nail
down what the intent of the Congress is.
I might say, however, that there is a
minority view in the report which I have
personally signed. I think there is con-
siderable controversy relative to this par-
ticular section and considerable misun-
derstanding.

Mr, ROGERS of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. NELSEN. I will be happy to yield
to the gentleman.

Mr. ROGERS of Florida. I would like
to join the gentleman also in establish-
ing the legislative history which the
chairman attempted to establish and
which he has done so effectively here
by saying that the solid waste disposal
program is one for research and finding
new methods of trying to handle the
problem rather than, as you just stated,
going out and trying to solve the individ-
ual community problems of disposing of
solid waste. So I think this is firmly
understood in the debate today and there
should be no area for misunderstanding
what we intend. With this in mind I
would very strongly support this pro-
posal as well as this legislation and urge
its passage.

Mr. Chairman, only recently in the
administration of another President this
Congress gave initial recognition to the
serious problems which our society must
face in regard to the control of the
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quality of air around us. I speak of the
Clean Air Act of 1963 which was one of
the last major bills signed into law by
President Kennedy. The passage of that
legislation firmly established the concern
of the Congress and the bill now before
this body is a further manifestation and
extension of our desire to insure clean
air for the generations of Americans yet
to come.

This legislation has two primary areas
of concern: the abatement of air pollu-
tion and the development of a national
program of research into new and im-
proved methods of proper and economic
solid waste disposal. These two provi-
sions are in a sense interdependent on
one another. For if we are to conquer
the problems of providing a clean atmos-
phere we must be prepared to meet the
exigencies of all situations which are
contributing to the contamination of
that atmosphere.

The air pollution title of the bill cen-
ters primarily on attacking the problem
of motor vehicle pollution. In the next
10 years the amount of pollution emitted
in the air will increase by approximately
75 percent. The legislation before us re-
quires the Secretary to prescribe allow-
able standards of emissions for new
motor vehicles. These standards will in-
sure that the minimum amount of pol-
lution is being emitted.

Once these standards have been estab-
lished it shall then be illegal for any
motor vehicles to be manufactured which
do not contain the necessary modifica-
tions to guarantee that the standards
are being complied with. During our
hearings on the legislation the auto-
motive industry indicated a willingness
to both aid in the determination of what
the allowable standards should be and
comply with those standards once the
Secretary had determined their ade-
quacy. I think this cooperation on the
part of the manufacturers is both com-
mendable and indicative of the fact that
they too recognize the urgency of the
problem.

The committee has recognized that
the collection and disposal of solid wastes
is, and should remain, primarily a func-
tion of State, regional, and local agencies.
But our hearings on this matter also
brought out the increased need in this
area for new methods and processes. It
has therefore become necessary to con-
Guct studies on the national level to
develop new and improved methods of
proper and economic solid-waste dis-
posal. The bill will also provide assist-
ance to State governments and interstate
agencies in planning, developing, and
conducting solid-waste disposal pro-
grams. These programs are not an en-
croachment upon the reserve preroga-
tives of the States, but rather an effort
at assisting the States in an area that is
fast outgrowing the present methods of
treatment. In comparison with the $3
billion figure that is being spent on
refuse collection and disposal, the $500,-
000 being spent on studying advanced
methods of disposal is far and away in-
adequate.

Currently Federal efforts in this field
are confined solely to the Public Health
Service Act and it is not sufficiently
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broad in scope to aid the States in pro-
viding assistance for their programs.
Nor are the current Federal efforts in
this field sufficiently adequate to meet
the pressing needs for research in this
area.

In short, Mr. Chairman, the magnitude
of the problem we are attempting to
deal with makes this legislation vitally
necessary. When we consider the num-
ber of motor vehicles on our highways,
the vast concentration of people and
industry in our urban areas, and the
projected increases in both of these fac-
tors we can then, and only then, get
some idea of the goals of this undertak-
ing. I urge passage of this farsighted
measure to insure that the current prob-
lems in air pollution and solid-waste
disposal are adequately met.

Mr. NELSEN. Mr. Chairman, I would
point out that the cost will be $92.5 mil-
lion for this purpose in the next 3 years.
Of course, as I stated earlier in the con-
sideration of other legislation before the
committee, I think without question
there are many, many things that would
have great merit which we could do.
However, we do need to proceed with
caution wherever possible in the way of
the expenditure of taxpayer dollars. Our
country continues to go deeper into debt,
and we want to be sure every dollar we
spend is properly spent.

Mr. Chairman, I have no furtner re-
quests for time.

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Chairman,
I yield 10 minutes to the gentleman from
New York [Mr. HALPERN].

Mr. HALPERN. Mr. Chairman, I am
pleased indeed to lend my support to S.
306, for I believe that this bill represents
the first major step toward defeating the
menace of air pollution. Coming from a
large metropolitan area, I am well aware
of the enormity of this problem, and I
feel that the Federal Government must
join in the efforts already undertaken by
State and municipal governments to
overcome this situation. The American
people want clean, healthful, invigorat-
ing air, and it is our responsibility to
translate that aspiration into a reality
by passing this bill.

I am not a member of the committee
which has labored long and effectively
for this legislation. I appreciate the
privilege of joining in the debate, but
I have had a deep concern.

I want to commend the distinguished
chairman, the gentleman from Arkansas
[Mr. Harris] and extend my compli-
ments to the minority spokesman, the
gentleman from Nebraska [Mr. Cun-
wingHAM] for their enlightened and su-
perb work in this field and I wish to
congratulate the committee for bring-
ing before us the legislation we are de-
bating today.

One of the key provisions of this bill
is that which authorizes the Secretary
of Health, Education, and Welfare to
establish safe standards for automobile
exhaust, and requires the automobile
industry to equip new engines with emis-
sion control devices capable of meeting
these standards. Iam addressing my re-
marks today to title I of the bill, since it
is similar in language to the bill I intro-
duced earlier in the session to provide
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just this authority and testified cn the
proposal before this fine committee., I
am gratified to see such a provision in
the bill before us today. For fully 50
percent of the Nation’s air pollution is
attributable to the exhaust which pours
incessantly from our 84 million vehicles.

All the carbon monoxide and most of
the nitrogen dioxide which poisons our
air comes from the tailpipes of auto-
mobiles, and this has been growing worse
every year. The Department of Air Pol-
lution Control in New York City issued a
report at the end of 1963 which revealed
that the carbon monoxide content of the
city’s air had increased by 50 percent
that year, and the nitrogen dioxide con-
tent, by 87.5 percent—and this has been
growing steadily worse each year. I
have watched and studied the statistics
which document the growth of the air
pollution problem, and I want to see that
trend reversed.

The property damage wrought by air
pollution defies credibility. Arthur Ben-
line, the able commissioner of New York
City’s Department of Air Pollution Con-
trol, has estimated that air pollution ac-
counts for an economic loss to New York
property owners of over $520 million an-
nually. But the toll this takes in the
health of our people, is even more se-
rious. This has been carefully studied
last year by the New York Academy of
Medicine, and before that, at the Na-
tional Council on Air Pollution. The evi-
dence amassed demonstrates overwhelm-
ingly that air pollution contributes to
chronic respiratory. disease. Even
though no direct causal relationship has
been established between automotive ex-
haust and any particular disease, ample
evidence has been accumulated which
would link air pollution to various res-
piratory ailments. For example, a defi-
nite relationship has been demonstrated
between asthma attacks and the level of
sulfur dioxide in urban air, and a simi-
lar correlation has been shown to exist
between lung cancer and urban air pol-
lution. I think if we can provide for con-
trol of the pollution caused by cars,
trucks, and buses, we will be taking a
giant stride forward in safeguarding the
health of all Americans.

There can be no doubt that this is a
Federal responsibility. Though ftradi-
tionally, air pollution control has been
within the province of State and local
governments, two factors impinge the
problem on us. First, if States were left
to establish independent standards for
automobile exhaust emission, for exam-
ple, chaos would ensue. Manufacturers
would be burdened with producing cars
which would have to meet 50 different
standards; and if an automobile owner
moved from one State to another, his
vehicle would have to be overhauled.
Second, if one State were to promul-
gate and enforce effective pollution con-
trol regulations, and a neighboring State
were lax, the former would still have to
contend with the dirt, foreign particles,
and noxious fumes carried by the wind
from the latter State. Thus, uniformity
is absolutely necessary, and the Congress
must accept this responsibility, and
should welcome the opportunity to help
our people purify their air.
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Equipping new engines with emission
control devices will not be prohibitively
expensive. The Chrysler Corp., for ex-
ample, has produced a clean air kit cost-
ing only $13 to $24, which would reduce
total emissions by 65 to 70 percent, and
spokesmen for the auto industry agree
that such a device can be mass-produced
in time for the 1968 models. This small
addition to the cost of a new car is but
a fraction of the savings which resulf
from the repeal of the excise tax on
automobiles, and a very modest price
indeed for clean air.

Finally, Mr. Chairman, I would like to
say that I fully support the other major
provision of this bill which provides for
fuller Federal participation in research
and experimental programs designed to
assist the States in developing sound
solid waste disposal projects. This Fed-
eral help is desperately needed, and I
believe that the nature of the assistance
provided in this bill is well tailored to
meet this pressing need.

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Chairman,
I ask unanimous consent that the gentle-
man from New York [Mr. LiNpsay] may
extend his remarks at this point in the
Recorp and include extraneous matter.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Nebraska?

There was no objection.

Mr. LINDSAY. Mr. Chairman, I shall
come directly to the point: The bill be-
fore us today will not do the job. It ap-
proaches the urgent, ecritical problem of
air pollution with hesitation and timidity.

It provides no money whatever to
States or cities for a frontal attack on
their defiled atmospheres.

Air pollution is a national concern. It
affects, in varying degrees, every one of
our largest cities. Its resolution demands
strong, effective national legislation.

Our fresh air is a precious national re-
source which, in common with many of
our natural resources, has been misused,
demeaned and in many instances con-
taminated. Only 2 years ago, 405 New
Yorkers died during a 15-day period of
intense air pollution. Most of the victims
were aged and ill. But life was as pre-
cious to them as to the young.

Hundreds of similar but less severe in-
cidents caused by polluted air have been
reported across the country. Bad air not
only affects our health, but costs us bil-
lions of dollars yearly in cleaning and
laundry bills. At best, it is unsightly.

Air pollution is a silent and largely in-
visible enemy, one we have not even be-
gun to fight. In my judgment, this bill
(8. 306) is not much more than a begin-
ning.

My first criticism of the bill is that it
establishes no deadline whatever for na-
tional control of insidious motor vehicle
fumes. These emissions account for
about 40 percent of the pollution in New
York City's air.

The bill simply directs the Department
of Health, Education, and Welfare to pre-
scribe its emission standards “as soon as
practicable.” The establishment and en-
forcement of national controls upon pol-
lutants cars and trucks spew into our air
forms the heart of any Federal air pol-
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lution abatement program. Yet the lan-
guage of this bill is unhurried and even
lackadaisical.

The bill I introduced earlier this year
to amend the Clean Air Act would have
required the Department of Health, Edu-
cation, and Welfare to prescribe the Cali-
fornia maximum emission standards for
all new cars and trucks to take effect 1
yvear after enactment of the bill. As
passed by the Senate, S. 306 directed that
national standards be adopted no later
than September 1, 1967. The Senate
deadline was eliminated.

I appreciate the reluctance of the
Committee on Interstate and Foreign
Commerce to write into the bill fixed
standards of a highly technical nature.
I believe, however, that a firm date should
be set for the application of antipollu-
tion regulations to motor vehicle manu-
facturers. The Department of Health,
Education, and Welfare can be instructed
to set standards administratively; they
need not be spelled out in the act.

If standards are imposed administra-
tively, I see no reason why maximums
cannot be placed on the emission of hy-
drocarbons and carbon monoxide by cars
and trucks manufactured in the United
States next year.

A second criticism of this bill is that
it contains no followup enforcement
period. It provides fines for manufac-
turers who fail to meet Federal standards
on exhaust emission, but it is silenced
thereafter. My bill, HR. 7065, author-
izes Federal' grants of $15 million a year
to States to help them inspect control
devices and engine modifications to de-
termine whether vehicles in use actually
meet national criteria. Many of the
States could perform this duty in con-
junction with existing safety inspection
programs. I think it regrettable that
this provision was not adopted.

Third, the bill virtually ignores one of
the most obvious sources of air pollu-
tion in our cities: Incinerators. New
York City alone has almost 20,000 incin-
erators, and they contribute enor-
mously to the city’s often foul air. In-
cinerators are responsible for much of
the soot afflicting all our major cities. In
New York, 60 tons of flyash and other
debris falls on every square mile each
month.

My bill authorized $100 million a year
in grants to assist cities in the acquisi-
tion and installation of air pollution con-
trol devices to minimize the dirty dis-
charges from solid waste disposal plants.

The committee bill bypasses incinera-
tor smoke and embarks upon a $92.5 mil-
lion program to develop better methods
of disposing of solid wastes, which is
largely tangential to our objective of
clean air,

The disposal of trash and garbage pre-
sents growing difficulties for cities, par-
ticularly New York. Almost 520 million
pounds of refuse must be collected in our
urban areas every day of the year. We
must develop efficient low-cost methods
of disposing of this gigantic pile of ref-
use.
While I applaud the assistance the bill
provides for waste disposal I lament the
failure to attack the immediate source
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of air pollution, which is the smoke pro-
duced by ineinerators now burning off
solid wastes.

Fourth, I strongly object to the reten=-
tion of the 121%-percent limitation on the
amount of grants that may be awarded to
any one State under the Clean Air Act
of 1963. Congress almost automatically
places a State limitation on funds au-
thorized in national legislation, and the
unvarying effect is to discriminate
against our larger States. More precise-
ly, it is unfair to the Nation's largest
cities.

The limitation in this bill is perhaps
the most foolish of all. The most acute
air pollution problems in the United
States are in New York City and Los An-
geles. Under the limitation, New York
and California can qualify for no more
assistance than New Mexico, which has
no discernible difficulty with polluted air.

The policy may possess a certain
amount of logic in other legislation; but
when we are dealing with a problem
which manifestly is most serious in our
largest cities the formula makes no sense
whatever. I do not suggest that the ap-
propriations under this or any other
nationwide congressional program be al-
located on a first come, first served basis,
for it would discriminate against our
smaller cities and States. My bill calls
for the State limitation to be raised only
slightly, from 121% percent to 20 percent.
I am disappointed that the section was
discarded.

Fifth, my bill would have awarded busi-
ness and industry a form of investment
credit or an accelerated depreciation
schedule on purchases of air pollution
control facilities. The objective was to
stimulate antipollution efforts by such
businesses as Consolidated Edison in New
York City. The provision was eliminated,
apparently on the recommendation of
the Bureau of the Budget, which said:

We believe that tax measures should gen-
erally not be proposed as portions of sub-
stantive legislation.

The Bureau’s position has merit. Con-
gress should not make piecemeal tax
revisions, but should initiate a complete
reform of the Nation’s tax structure. I
should point out, at the same time, that
Congress enacted two major amend-
ments to the Internal Revenue Code,
both dealing with medical expense de-
ductions, when it passed the Medicare
Act earlier this year. The procedure
hardly followed the Bureau's stated
philosophy.

While I am far from satisfied with the
bill as presented to the House, I shall
vote for it and I urge my colleagues to
do so. I think it ironic, however, that
the strongest passage in the bill, the one
that will most benefit New York City,
coneerns solid waste disposal and not air
pollution. While the disposal of the
city’s waste is highly important, I do
not believe it should take priority over
a meaningful attack on the far more
pressing danger of poisoned air.

. It is my intention, accordingly, to con-
tinue to work for a better bill, one which
will recognize the growing peril inherent
in defiled air and direct forceful action
against it.
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Mr. HARRIS. Mr. Chairman, I yield
such time as he may consume to the
distinguished gentleman from Colorado
[Mr. McVICKER].

Mr, McVICKER. Mr. Chairman, I
am extremely pleased to join with so
many of my colleagues in support of S.
308.

Earlier this year I introduced a bill
H.R. 7394, which had a similar purpose.
I am gratified that many of the provi-
sions of my bill are incorporated in the
measure which we are considering here
today.

My interest in this subject extends
back many years. In fact I fought for
air pollution legislation when I served
in the Colorado General Assembly. Any
effective action in this area is going to
require the energetic effort and close
cooperation of government agencies at
all levels—Federal, State, and local.
This bill will make that kind of coopera-
tion possible.

I am equally concerned with the dis-
posal of solid waste, inasmuch as that is
one of the most pressing problems con-
fronting my fast-growing suburban dis-
trict. In that connection I would like
to acquaint my colleagues of the House
with the constructive steps taken by one
of my progressive communities to cope
with this problem.

The discussion thus far clearly demon-
strates that the Members of this body
are acutely aware of the urgent need to
purge our cities of the deadly contami-
nants which foul their atmosphere. I
am confident the Congress will lend con-
crete support to State and local efforts
in this area.

How ridiculous such a problem would
have seemed to our forebears. How
ridiculous even to the Congress of a dec-
ade ago. Clean air? We take it for
granted, we could say up until just a
few years ago. To think that legislators
would have to discuss ways and means
of preserving air, the one thing the world
is full of.

The very fact that we have come to
the point in our civilization where legis-
lators discuss the matter is serious in it-
self. It is serious, nay perilous, because
in the course of the workings of our
democracy matters reach the legislation
stage only at the last critical moment.
That means that experts view a given
situation with alarm for years before the
public picks up the cry and by the time
the cry reaches the legislative halls the
situation has reached a point where it
may or may not be too late to do some-
thing about.

The real question before us is not, or
should not be, whether or not to enact
legislation to control air pollution. The
question that hangs before our civiliza-
tion is whether or not it is too late to
do anything at all. Think for a moment
of the news stories over the last few
yvears about air pollution. The fogs,
the smogs, the hazes, the smazes. The
increase of respiratory diseases. The
decline of vegetation and wildlife in our
urban areas due, among other things, to
bad air.

My State of Colorado has long been
noted for its erystal-pure air. In re-
cent years the air pollution in Denver
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has become a problem. Denver is a
thriving metropolis, but the Denver area
does not have nearly the population con-
centration of some of these eastern
megalopolises. So suddenly there is air
pollution a mile above sea level in only
a moderately large population center.
And Boulder, a city of some 50,000 souls
27 miles northwest of Denver, now has
an air-pollution problem.

Where does it end? Soon there will be
no hamlet safe from the poisonous fumes
spewing from our modern industrial
civilization. There is no course open to
us but to enact legislation. Then we sit
back and hope and pray that this legis-
lation does not come too late.

I woluld like to discuss another aspect
of the measure which we are considering
here today.

The provisions of title II of S. 306,
which is known as the Solid Waste Dis-
posal Act, will be of tremendous benefit
to the people of the Second District of
Colorado. The four major counties I
have the good fortune to represent, once
predominantly rural in character, are
urbanizing at an extremely rapid rate.
With the growth and concentration of
population the disposal of solid waste has
become one of the area’s most critical
problems. The municipalities and coun-
ties in my district are responsible for
providing, at the minimum, safe and
sanitary places for the disposal of solid
wastes, and many of the cities and towns
collect refuse as well. In addition, the
modified sanitary landfill operation
where the city and county of Denver
puts most of its solid waste is located
in Adams County, part of the Second
District. Thus, the counties within my
district are the recipients of the solid
waste from another jurisdiction as well
as being required to provide disposal fa-
cilities for waste material from their
own jurisdiction. For many years, Den-
ver's refuse was deposited in an open,
burning dump which is surrounded by
fine residential areas. Fortunately, the
practice of open burning by the city and
county of Denver at this site was termi-
nated earlier this year. Consequently,
the problem of disposing of solid wastes
is serious in my district and has placed
an overwhelming burden upon its people
and local governments.

The local governments of the Second
District are not standing by and waiting
for someone to solve this problem for
them. Instead they are beginning the
long, slow, tedious, and costly process of
developing better and less expensive
methods of collecting and disposing of
garbage and refuse. They look to us
today to help them by authorizing a na-
tionwide research and demonstration
program in this field, a program which
will bring the attention of sanitation
experts across the country to bear on a
situation which will have all of us inun-
dated with waste materials if more ade-
quate methods are not discovered. I be-
lieve the programs which have been
started by local governments in my dis-
trict, when coupled with other local pro-
grams around the country, will fulfill the
purpose of this important legislation.

With your permission, Mr. Chairman,
I would like to take a few moments to
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describe a solid waste disposal program
which has just been started on a coop-
erative basis by the city of Boulder and
the county of Boulder. As you know,
Boulder County is one of the most beau-
tiful in our Nation, and the city of Boul-
der, the county seat and home of the
University of Colorado, with a popula-
tion of approximately 50,000, is located
at the foot of the Rocky Mountains be-
low the picturesque red sandstone flat-
irons about 30 miles northwest of Denver.

As early as 1954, the surrounding prop-
erty owners sued the city of Boulder and
asked that the practice of open burning
be stopped. Late in 1962, the city was
named defendant in a lawsuit in which
the plaintiffs asked $750,000 in property
damages. As a result of the program
which the city has undertaken to correct
the hazardous operation of the modified
sanitary landfill, the case was recently
settled out of court for only $4,000.

In 1962, the Public Health Service, in
conjunction with the Boulder City-
County Department of Health, conducted
an environmental health survey for
Boulder County. PHS reported, at the
conclusion of the man survey, that the
modified sanitary landfill operated by
the city of Boulder in an unincorporated
portion of Boulder County posed a serious
health hazard for the entire county.
The refuse deposited at the site was
burned in an open pit before being
buried, and rats, other rodents, and in-
sects thrived at the dump. Smoke from
the burning dump posed a nuisance to
surrounding property owners and resi-
dents, and rodents and insects invaded
surrounding property and homes.

In an effort to provide a sanitary
method of disposing of solid wastes in
Boulder County, the city and county
jointly undertook a comprehensive study
of the matter with the assistance of the
Federal Government which was pro-
vided through the Housing and Home
Finance Agency's 701 planning program.
As a result of this study, it was discovered
that the soil conditions and high water
table in Boulder County prevented the
successful use of sanitary landfill meth-
ods. The high ground water in almost
every area of the county led to the con-
clusion that landfill operations would re-
sult in the serious problem of polluting
part of the water supply for the county.
The poor soil conditions were brought
about by shale beds underlying most of
the county at very high levels. Conse-
quently, sufficient quantities of desirable
cover materials were not available for
successful sanitary landfill operations.

These problems were further magni-
fied by the fact that land, the primary
ingredient for a successful sanitary land-
fill operation, is not available in sufficient
quantity on an economical basis.
Boulder is a growing community, and
land values have soared beyond the point
where it is economical for the city or the
county to acquire land close to concen-
trated areas of population to devote to
this use. To go farther away from the
community where the solid waste is pro-
duced, would present other problems.
The planning study indicated that the
cost of hauling refuse to a sanitary land-
fill site which the city or the county
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could afford to purchase would range
from 25 cents to 40 cents per mile. These
hauling costs would unreasonably in-
crease the cost of service for the home
and business owner. These facts led city
and county officials to search for
another, less expensive means of solid
waste disposal.

In an effort to overcome the health
hazards existing as a result of the sev-
eral open, burning dumps in the county,
the board of county commissioners es-
tablished minimum standards for sani-
tary landfill operations, and, to date, all
of the cities and private operators have
made their disposal facilities conform.
The county then entered into a contract
with a private firm for the operation of
a composting facility at the county-
designated disposal site. The city of
Boulder has designated this disposal site
as the only place where the private haul-
ers licensed by the city may deposit ref-
use they collect. The city of Lafayette
has taken similar action, and it is hoped
that other cities will also abandon their
present dump sites and designate the new
county disposal area.

The change in Boulder County's ap-
pearance has been dramatic since all of
this has taken place. The new county
disposal site is operated under the close
supervision of the Boulder City-County
Department of Health, and is a vast im-
provement over the old sites in terms of
public health standards and esthetics.
The county, the cities, and the private
operator realize that the value of a com-
posting operation in the field of solid
waste disposal lies in finding a market
for the finished product. Consequently,
they have approached Colorado State
University with the idea of developing a
research and demonstration project at
this site for the purpose of illustrating
how new ideas of composting can reduce
the cost of the final product. I under-
stand that this is just the sort of thing
that this legislation is designed to en-
courage.

We are not authorizing another Fed-
eral-aid program by enacting S. 306. In-
stead, we are recognizing that our Nation
is faced with a very serious problem, a
problem which will require the imagina-
tion and hard work of people at all levels
of government if the solution is to be
found in time to save the Nation from
its devastating effects. Local govern-
ments are simply not equipped finan-
cially to find this solution by themselves.
But their efforts, based on financial and
technical assistance from the Federal
Government and coordination on a na-
tionwide basis, will be productive.

Gentleman, there is no single, simple
satisfactory solution to the problem of
solid waste disposal, as in indicated by
the study which the local governments
in my distriet have undertaken. What
may work in Boulder County might not
be successful in other areas of the coun-
try. But enactment of this legislation
will permit the exchange of Boulder’s
ideas with those from other parts of the
country, to the end that all parts of the
Nation will receive the benefits of this
important legislation. Mayor Paul
Crouch; his city council; Boulder County
Commissioners Joe Smith, W. D. “Ted"”
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McCaslin, and G. B. Akins, Jr.; Robert
Turner and Robert Quinlin, the former
and present city managers in Boulder;
James Kean, assistant city manager in
Boulder; and Archie Twitchel, Boulder's
assistant director of planning, should be
complimented for their devotion to
searching for a solution to the solid waste
disposal problems of Boulder County,
Colo. .

Their research and action demon-
strates the importance of this problem
to local governments of all sizes, and it
illustrates to me the importance of our
favorable action on S. 306 today.

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. Chairman, I am
pleased to yield to the gentleman from
New York [Mr. BincHAM] such time as
he may consume.

Mr. BINGHAM. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in support of S. 306, the Clean Air Act
of 1965. I know of no piece of legislation
which has come before this Congress
which has wider support among the
people of my district. In June of this
year, I polled the voters of the 23d Con-
gressional District of New York and
asked them whether they favored re-
quiring devices on automobiles to reduce
air pollution, even if it resulted in in-
crease of the retail price of cars. Among
the 8,000 who responded, 93 percent were
in favor of such action, only 4 percent
in opposition, and 3 percent were unde-
cided. This was the greatest degree of
unanimity expressed on any of the dozen
queries in my questionnaire.

Mr. Chairman, I believe this demon-
strates the fact that the country, at least
as far as my district in New York City
is concerned, is enthusiastically behind
such legislation as this and I join in com-
plimenting the chairman and the mem-
bers of the committee for bringing forth
this worthwhile legislation.

Our concern about air pollution is
based on both the increased poisoning
of the very air we breathe and our in-
creased awareness of the dangers posed
by air pollution. One prime offender is,
of course, the automobile. g

An excellent study, “Air Pollution in
New York City,” was issued on June 22,
1965, based on an investigation led by
Councilman Robert A. Low. The study
concluded:

There can be no doubt that emissions from
automobile engines and diesel engines are a
major contributing factor to the increasingly
undesirable atmospheric conditions existing
in New York City and in every city through-
out the country.

It has been estimated that 50 percent
of our air pollution is caused by the 85
million motor vehicles now being oper-
ated in the United States. In view of
predictions made this week that automo-
bile sales next year would exceed sales
of the 1965 models and the projection for
future sales, we can anticipate that the
hazards posed by automobile exhaust
fumes will increase markedly unless leg-
islation such as S. 306 is adopted and
implemented.

Mr. Chairman, this problem is intense
in cities such as New York where we have
a high concentration of population and
an ever-increasing reliance on automo-
biles. The problem is especially acute for
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our older citizens who are more prone to
respiratory disorders.

Passage of this legislation is vital to
the people I am privileged to represent,
but I must confess that I am not satis-
fied that the bill goes far enough, so far
as the Federal Government’s obligation
is eoncerned.

I think it unfortunate that there is no
statutory prohibition against Federal
Government purchase of vehicles which
do not conform to minimum health
standards. There is no provision for con-
trolling pollutants from Federal build-
ings and installations. There is no pro-
vision for changes in the Internal Reve-
nue Code to give tax incentive for ex-
penditures and increased investment for
the acquisition, construction, or installa-
tion of air pollution devices.

I heartily support the pending bill be-
cause I regard it as an excellent start in
the effort to reduce and control air pollu-
tion, but additional legislation will be
needed to accelerate the program.

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Chairman,
I yield such time as he may consume to
the gentleman from Washington [Mr.

PELLY].

Mr. PELLY. Mr. Chairman, as I have
listened, and I might say I listened with
great interest, to the extended discussion,
explanation, and debate on this so-called
Clean Air Act, I have felt impelled to ex-
press my appreciation to the committee
and its chairman for reporting out this
legislation.

I do not believe there is any question
about the fact that one of the most seri-
ous problems facing our society today
is the increasing contamination of our
environment and air pollution, especially
that emanating from motor vehicles
which certainly represents a threat to
public health.

Mr. Chairman, I have been particu-
larly interested in the fact that title IT
was added to this bill, having to do with
the disposal of solid waste.

Mr. Chairman, the congressional dis-
trict which it is my honor to represent,
the city of Seattle, has been struggling
for months seeking to arrive at the most
efficient and effective way to dispose of its
garbage and waste.

Mr. Chairman, I was particularly
gratified to have the chairman of the
committee, the distinguished gentleman
from Arkansas [Mr. Harris], state that
this bill basically was a bill to develop
research and help the local communities
with this problem, but not tell them what
to do.

Mr. Chairman, I realize that this is a
very difficult problem and that each
community should study different ways
of meeting it.

I repeat I am very gratified to have
the chairman of the committee state
that this is basically a research bill and
not one of the Federal Government dic-
tating to local communities as to how
best to meet this problem.

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Chairman,
I yield 5 minutes to the gentleman from
Missouri [Mr. CurTis].

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. Chairman, I think
I ought to make the observation I am
just as anxious to be home and not in
Washington on this Friday afternoon as
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anyone here. Obviously, most of our col-
leagues have chosen not to be here. Like
the rest of us present, I have canceled
various speaking engagements. Yet this
bill is a serious one. It involves in part
II, $90 million.

Before I go to the critical aspect, let
me say I am very much impressed with
the work done by the committee, the
clean air part of the bill, part I.

I think there have been some difficult
problems here, and the committee, along
with the other body, has done an excel-
lent job. I say that on the basis of the
debate on the bill, and also the hearings
on the Clean Air Act amendments. What
disturbs me is the statement in the mi-
nority report, found on page 66. I pre-
sume this is a fair statement:

Section 202 of title II—solid waste dis-
posal—is a long introduction which attempts
to rationalize and justify the whole scheme,
This language was not in the bill passed by
the other body or in any House bill, but was
suggested to the committee by the Depart-
ment of Health, Education, and Welfare after
the hearings.

I presume, therefore, that the commit-
tee did not hold hearings on section 202
and, looking at the committee hearings,
I find about the extent of the comment
on the solid waste proposition consists
of letters put in the record, but no cross-
examination of any of the witnesses
which, in my judgment, is required if
there is to be a study.

I originally was attracted to the prob-
lems by the language on page 7 of the
committee report itself, where this state-
ment was made—and I am going to read
it. Frankly, I would like to know its
verification, referring to the problems of
solid waste disposal:

This is a challenge which State and local
governments cannot meet without assistance
from the Federal Government. The handling
and disposal of solid wastes are costly opera-
tions that strain the resources of State and
local agencies.

That is the issue and there has been
no substantiation for the statement. I
must say to the Members of the House
it is the Federal income tax that is under
great pressure as far as strain is con-
cerned. It is the Federal Government
that is not meeting its bills, and we have
to continue to increase the debt ceiling.
There certainly has been a great strain
on local and State governments with
their resources, but they have been meet-
ing their obligations. I was curious to
know how the committee could have
reached this conclusion that the State
and local governments cannot meet this
problem without assistance from the
Federal Government.

Then, going on, the following state-
ment is made:

Approximately #3 billion a year is being
spent today for refuse collection and dis-
posal through services provided by local gov-
ernments and private entrepreneurs.

I suspect it is probably about that
amount of money.

The next statement is the one I want
to point up:

In contrast, less than $500.000 annually is
being spent to improve methods of solid
waste disposal.
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That is something that is surely being
pulled out of the air, because there are
some companies that spend that amount
of money themselves in trying to figure
out improved methods of solid waste dis-
posal. I can tell you that the $500,000
figure is inaccurate, that it is closer to
hundreds of millions a year spent trying
to improve the methods of solid waste
disposal.

I have introduced bills to give tax
credits to private enterprise that will
put money into the kind of capital in-
vestment necessary to take care of dis-
posing of waste that goes into streams
and I might say the disposition of solid
wastes. Although a great deal of money
is being spent in this area, a great deal of
it I will say is on research and develop-
ment, but a great deal more needs to be
spent. In my judgment it would be
spent if we would enact legislation simi-
lar to the 1962 tax incentive act to en-
courage our private corporations to in-
vest in modern machinery and get rid
of obsolescence. This act gave them
an extra tax credit—a tax credit I might
say beyond normal depreciation sched-
ules. If this is a good policy, I argue
that it would be a better policy to move
forward in this area of solid waste dis-
posal in the same fashion.

I do note in the committee report in
the letter of the Department of Health,
Eduecation, and Welfare which appears
on page 20, there is reference to some
bills that have been introduced in the
tax incentive area—but they just go
ahead and dismiss it by saying:

However, we defer to the views of the
Treasury Department as to the consistency
of the proposed amendments with national
tax policy as well as the technlical adequacy
of these provisions.

Well, there are many ways to skin a
rabbit; if we want to move forward in
our society, and we all do, to solve this
great problem of solid waste disposal, I
think the committee has accurately de-
scribed it, as an increasingly great prob-
lem. This needs to be thought of from
many angles, We need to develop what
really is being done in the private sector
and what is being done by our local and
State governments rather than simply
beg the question as is done in the com-
mittee report by saying this is a challenge
which State and local governments can-
not meet without assistance from the
Federal Government.

I again want to call attention to what
is increasingly proving to be true, the
Curtis corollary to Gresham's law—
Gresham’s law saying that bad money
draws out good money. The Curtis cor-
ollary simply says that Government
money drives out private money. It
does not have to do this but if we are
not careful, and we have not been care-
ful, when we move forward with Federal
programs instead of encouraging and
benefiting the private sector and local
and State governments, we will bring
about a situation that will lead to the
deterioration of the private sector and
local and State governments. There
will be a substitution of the Federal Gov-
ernment for the local and State govern-
ments and private initiative.
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Mr. HARRIS. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself such time as I may require. I do
so because I think it is important to com-
ment on some of the statements made
by the gentleman from Missouri.

Let me say I appreciate the gentle-
man’s bringing these points to the at-
tention of the committee. First I would
refer to the tax credit matter. It is true
that the statement which was included
in the Department’s report deferred to
the Treasury. I would remind the gen-
tleman that the Treasury has also given
us a letter which is included in the re-
port on pages 50 and 51 and I think it
would be important to take note of that.

In the second place, with reference to
tax credits, that is a matter that is with
another committee and with which we
cannot deal in connection with this pro-
gram. Like the Department when it de-
ferred to the Treasury, we of the Inter-
state and Foreign Commerce Committee,
defer to the Committee on Ways and
Means that has jurisdiction over these
problems. }

Next, the gentleman from Missouri, I
believe, did give the impression, though
not intentionally, in reading the lan-
guage in the report about the challenge
which the State and local governments
cannot meet, that this has reference to
the entire problem of waste disposal.

The gentleman did not include in the
statement the first sentence of the para-
graph, occurring immediately prior to
the sentence he started off reading. The
gentleman referred to the challenge and
its importance. The first sentence
states:

In the opinilon of the committee, Imme-
diate action must be taken to initiate a na-
tional program directed toward finding and
applying new solutions to the waste disposal
problem.

That is the challenge which the State
and local governments are unable to
meet. It is not the actual disposal pro-
gram itself. It is finding new methods
and techniques dealing with the problem.

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. HARRIS. I yield to the gentle-
man from Missouri.

Mr. CURTIS. The gentleman is mak-
ing a proper point. Indeed that is so.
But you then go on, in the final sen-
tence, to say:

In contrast, less than $500,000 annually is
belng spent to improve methods of solid
waste disposal.

That is the point I was contesting.

Mr. HARRIS. The gentleman did
make that very appropriate point. We
did not intend to convey the impression
that that amount was all of the funds
being spent in that field. We had in
mind that this amount is what the Gov-
ernment is spending in the field.

Mr. CURTIS. 1 see.

Mr., HARRIS.. What we had refer-
ence to was that in the 1965 budget the
total of all solid waste research would
include 12 grants amounting to $393,747.
We did not include or attempt to include
what was being spent in the private
sector.

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield further?

Mr. HARRIS. 1 yield.
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Mr. CURTIS. I thank the gentleman.
In other words, that is what the Fed-
eral Government has been spending.

Mr. HARRIS. Yes. That is the in-
formation we intended to convey.

Mr. CURTIS. I think the gentleman
acted properly in directing attention to
that sentence I did not read. I was not
trying to confuse the matter. The gen-
tleman has clarified it.

Mr. HARRIS. Yes; I understand
thoroughly. I thank the gentleman for
calling the point to the attention of
Members, particularly the reference to
the total amount of the research expend-
iture, which is included in the report.
We intended to mean the amount of
Government funds going into that field.

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Chairman,
I yield 10 minutes to the gentleman from
Michigan [Mr. CHAMBERLAIN].

(By unanimous consent, Mr. CHAMBER-
LAIN was granted permission to speak out
of order.)

SHIPPING TO NORTH VIETNAM

Mr. CHAMBERLAIN. Mr. Chairman,
yvesterday the other body acted on the
foreign aid appropriations bill and I have
asked for this time to direct the atten-
tion of my colleagues to a change in the
House-passed version which I regard as
being of major significance. I refer to
the amendment adopted in the House to
prohibit aid to any nation permitting
ships under its flag to carry cargoes to
North Vietnam.

By way of background, it will be re-
called that such appropriation was in-
cluded in the authorization bill and it,
too, was deleted by the other body. In
conference, language was agreed upon to
the effect that the President should “con-
sider denying aid” to any country whose
ships under its registry were trading with
North Vietnam. You will recall that I
then protested the acceptance of such a
change because it really did not even
amount to a slap on the wrist. More
recently, during our debate on the for-
eign aid appropriations bill, I indicated
my intention to offer an amendment to
prohibit aid to any country trading with
North Vietnam and in the very same
paragraph in which we prohibit aid to
countries which are trading with Com-
munist Cuba. During the course of my
remarks, the gentleman from New York
[Mr. RooNEeYy], advised that he, too, in-
tended to sponsor such an amendment.
I commended him and assured him of my
support. At the proper time, the gentle-
man offered his amendment and it was
agreed to without dissent.

Yesterday, the other body in its wisdom
refused to accept the House language but
included a watered-down provision which
in essence states that it is the sense of
Congress that aid should be denied
to countries that fail to take appropriate
steps to prevent its ships from trading
with North Vietnam.

This, in effect, makes it possible for
aid to be continued to several countries
whose ships are helping to supply North
Vietnam. In other words, the acceptance
of this language will maintain the status
quo. This is what disturbs me, for it is
that status quo that has permitted this
trade to come into being, it is this status
quo that has permitted this trade to
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flourish, it is this status quo that enabled
401 ships—more than a ship a day—from
free world nations to carry their cargoes
to North Vietnam last year.

I think it is time the Members of this
House and the other body, and the Amer-
ican people as well, know just what this
administration thinks of this trade and
what can be expected if we in the Con-
gress do not take some strong and posi-
tive action to stop it. Back in July,
shortly after returning from Vietnam
with the members of a special subcom-
mittee of the Armed Services Committee,
I addressed a letter to the President ask-
ing that he give this situation his urgent
attention. In the fullness of time, the
letter was referred to the State Depart-
ment and weeks later, I received a reply
from their congressional liaison office
that I feel every Member of this House
should know about.

Mr. Chairman, I want to discuss this
letter from the State Department, which
was dated August 12, 1965, and I point
out again that it should be of more than
casual interest because it was in re-
sponse to a communication addressed to
the President of the United States asking
for an explanation of the U.S. policy on
free world shipping to North Vietnam.
I reject outright the pathetic response
made with respect to the serious and
urgent question of free world shipping to
North Vietnam.

This letter from the State Department,
which I shall include in its entirety, with
related correspondence, at the conclusion
of my remarks, says, in essence, that this
trade is really not too important for three
basic reasons:

First. That “no military or strategic
shipments are moving to North Vietnam
on free world vessels” and that imports
are nonstrategic and not critical to the
North Vietnamese economy.

Second. That a great majority of free
world ships arriving in North Vietnam
are in ballast, chartered to pick up car-
goes for free world destination.

Third. That to the extent sea trans-
port is necessary, this trade could be
fully accomplished with Communist-flag
vessels.

Mr, Chairman, I reject every single
one of these points and am alarmed to
realize that anyone in a high position
in the State Department would seriously
offer such lamentable excuses in defense
of trading with the enemy.

Let me reply briefly to each of these.

To say these ships are not supplying
the enemy is downright preposterous.
In fact, it is untrue. This is war. The
President has said this is real war. There
is no argument about it. North Viet-
nam has been identified time and time
again by our Government as the enemy.
There is no argument about that. In a
state of war, no matter what goes into
the enemy’s country contributes to its
war effort. Whether a piece of merchan-
dise can be classified as strategic or non-
strategic does not matter, for these are
nebulous terms at best, and in some way,
all trade can contribute to that coun-
try’s economy, its stability, its ability to
divert attention to other products, its
capacity to trade with other nations, or
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even its ability to release certain seg-
ments of manpower into other pursuits.
Everything and anything that helps a
country, helps in any way, helps that
country to engage in and carry out its
nonpeaceful pursuits. I cannot under-
stand how our Department of State can
face the realities of the present wartime
situation and draw the conclusion that
goods entering the ports of the enemy
are not helping the enemy.

Even if we accept this distinction be-
tween strategic and nonstrategic goods,
we must view with astonishment the fact
that the conference report accompany-
ing the Foreign Assistance Act of 1965
told us bluntly that free world ships
carry 45 percent of North Vietnam sea-
borne imports and 85 percent of its sea-
borne exports. And to think our official
policy is to see this as nonhelp to the
enemy. To stop such flow of goods
would serve one very useful purpose in
bringing about a solution to the war ef-
fort in Vietnam; namely, it would make
North Vietnam’s supply problems just
that much more difficult. It would have
a nonmilitary side effect too in that it
would prevent these merchants of war
flying the flags of our friends from be-
coming financially fat while Americans
die in Vietnam.

If it is the manifest will of this coun-
try to use its strength in a responsible
manner to decrease the ability of the
North Vietnamese to aid and abet the
Vietcong, then it becomes obligatory
upon us to do something about the trade
with North Vietnam.

The second excuse the State Depart-
ment recites to substantiate its claim
that this shipping is unimportant is so
ridiculous on its face that it can be sum-
marily dismissed. If it is so that a great
majority of the free world ships arriving
in North Vietnam are in ballast, it like-
wise disturbs me that it is our friends
who are helping the enemy to carry on
and maintain its foreign trade, and ease
its balance-of-payments problems by
earning the exchange necessary to pur-
chase whatever may be needed to keep
the war going. It is elemental that you
do not assist an avowed enemy in any way
and you can be sure that North Vietnam
with all its problems would not be ex-
porting anything that was not to its ad-
vantage to export.

The third point the State Department
made to me was something of an indis-
crete one; namely, that even if our
efforts to stop allied-flag vessels from
trading with North Vietnam were suc-
cessful, the Communists have the capa-
bility to pick up the slack. So why do
we not give them this opportunity, in-
stead of willy-nilly saying, if the free
world stops trading, the Communists
will get the business? That they can
move the goods carried by these ships
overland is ridiculous as well, because
our bombers are making land routes ex-
tremely difficult to use. When railroads
and rail centers are knocked out, it only
Increases the importance of the ports.

The State Department claims that
this trade has been and
their efforts to curb it have met with
some success. This may be so, and I
hope it is. I hope they will have more
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success, for this is absolutely necessary.
It is claimed that free world shipping to
North Vietnam during the first half of
1965 has declined as compared with the
first half of 1964, but we are not told
how much. With the wrath of the U.S.
Air Force that has been unleashed in
North Vietnam, I should think it would.
As a matter of fact, I would think it
would be reduced far more than it has
been. No one likes to talk about the ex-
tent of this trade. It is just too un-
pleasant. During the first 6 months of
this year, 75 free world ships called at
North Vietnam ports and I say to you
that this is 75 too many. The secret
reports reflect a much greater volume of
trade. But what Members of Congress
and what the American people should
know is that the ships of free world na-
tions calling at North Vietnam outnum-
ber the ships arriving from Communist
countries. This is beyond comprehen-
sion.

I would urge my colleagues to read
this letter from the State Department
with care and ask yourself whether or not
we should leave this problem in the
hands of those who want to maintain
the status quo. Do we want to say that
it is the sense of Congress that no aid
should go to countries trading with North
Vietnam but that we in the Congress
are too timid and do not have the courage
to stop it? Why, I ask, should we have
a prohibition in this bill denying aid to
countries that would trade with Castro
and then have a milder treatment for
those shipping to North Vietnam at a
time when we have more than 125,000
of our crack combat troops in Vietnam
and are in daily contact with the enemy.
This will be hard to explain to the folks
at home who are putting up their tax
money for this foreign aid.

I most respectfully and most sincerely
urge our colleagues who will be serving
on the conference committee to insist
upon the amendment adopted by this
House that would prohibit any foreign
aid to any country trading with North
Vietnam. To do any less when Ameri-
can lives are being lost, when American
planes are being shot down, and when
our American bases are being attacked,
would not be keeping faith with the
American people. Some means must be
found to stop this free world shipping
to North Vietnam. I urge your support
to make certain that this is done.

CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES,

HouseE oF REPRESENTATIVES,
Washington, D.C., July 20, 1965.
Hon, LynpoN B. JOHNSON,
The President of the United States,
The While House,
Washington, D.C. y

Dear Mgr. PRESIDENT: As we become more
deeply involved each day In the struggle in
South Vietnam, with approximately 75,000
American servicemen in the area now and
our commitments mounting, I am astounded
by the continuing reports of the shipping
being carried to North Vietnam by vessels
filying flags of free world natlons.

Unclassified reports from Defense Depart-
ment sources Indicate that 401 free world
ships arrived at North Vietnam ports during
1964 and that there have been 74 such ar-
rivals so far this year, with June figures in-
complete. Even more shocking are the
classified reports which I implore you to
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study with care. I particularly ask that you
compare the shipping carried by our friends
with that of the Communist-bloc countries.
This defies any explanation.

I feel very deeply that something more
must be done without delay to stop this sup-
plying of the enemy and that this is a mat-
ter that needs and deserves your urgent
attention.

Respectfully yours,
CHARLES E. CHAMBERLAIN.

THE WHITE HOUSE,
Washington, July 21, 1965.
Hon. CHARLES E. CHAMBERLAIN,
House of Representatives,
Washington, D.C.

DearR CONGRESSMAN: May I acknowledge
your letter of July 20 to the President re-
garding free world shipping to North Viet-
nam.

Your letter is receiving careful attention
and will be responded to in the near future.

Sincerely yours,
LawrenNce F. O'BrIEN,
Special Assistant to the President.

DEPARTMENT OF STATE,
Washington, August 12, 1965,
Hon. CHARLES E. CHAMBERLAIN,
House of Representatives.

DEeAR CoNGRESSMAN CHAMBERLAIN: Thank
you for your letter to the President of July 20
regarding free world shipping to North Viet-
nam., Your letter was referred to the De-
partment because the problem of free world
commerce with North Vietnam has been
given intensive study here and has been the
subject of continuing discussion with the
countries involved.

Your concern at continued voyages by free
world ships to North Vietnam is understand-
able. The presence of free world vessels in
North Vietnam ports is, as you imply in your
letter, a gage of the extent of free world
support for U.S. policies in that area. For
this reason, we would certalnly prefer that
all such voyages stop. The Department of
State is, therefore, making continuing ef-
forts to reduce free world participation in
shipping to North Vietnam. The NATO
countries that have been involved in the
trade are being urged to take steps to remove
their vessels from that trade. Similar high-
level approaches are being made to non-
NATO countries involved in this shipping.

These efforts have met with some success
and the number of free world vessels in the
trade has been diminishing. Free world
shipping in the Vietnam trade during the
first half of 1965 declined as compared with
the same perlod in 1964. At the same time,
of course, Communist-flag vessels in that
trade have Increased. We believe we can
anticipate a continuation of this trend. It is
a direct reflection of the fact that even if all
free world vessels were removed, the Com-
munist countries have the capablility to carry
all North Vietnam's imports and exports in
their own ships and planes and over the rail
link with Communist China.

At the same time, we must recognize that
we shall have difficulties in persuading other
free world countries to remove all their ships
from this trade. The principal problem will
be the absence of a legal basis for other gov-
ernments to require their flag vessels to with-
draw from Vietnam waters. With the re-
moval of Japanese-flag ships (previously the
second-largest category) from the North
Vietnam service since last April, small Brit-
ish-flag ships of Hong Kong registry consti-
tute the majority of free world ships trading
with North Vietnam. The British Govern-
ment maintains that it has no legal au-
thority to control the movement of British-
flag vessels to countries with which the
United Eingdom is not at war. Other gov-
ernments face similar limitations of legal
authority. These governments are, however,
willing to take such action as they can with-
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in their respective administrative frameworks
to meet U.S. wishes.

In addition to the efforts by other free
world countries to remove their ships from
the Vietnam trade, there is also the fact that
for all practical purposes, North Vietnam
waters are a zone of hostilities. Shipowners
are exhibiting reluctance to permit their
vessels to continue in this trade and are tak-
ing advantage of war zone clauses in their
charter contracts to cancel voyages to North
Vietnam ports. Crews are reluctant to sign
on, and the rates for shipping and insur-
ance are moving up.

Concerned as we are at the continuation of
free world voyages as a matter of principle
and policy, we also recognize that there are
a number of considerations that reduce the
importance of the contribution that these
voyages makes to the “supplying of the
enemy"” about which you express concern
in the last paragraph of your letter.

1. In the first place, we are very sure that
no military or strategic shipments are mov-
ing to North Vietnam on free world vessels.
All the evidence is that most military equip-
ment is brought into North Vietnam over
rail lines from the Communist Chinese main-
land. Some small quantities of ammunition
and arms may be moving on Chinese coastal
vessels, but no large or significant military
shipments are moving to North Vietnam by
sea. Almost all petroleum products are being
brought in on Communist-flag vessels.

2. Recent evidence indicates that the great
majority of free world ships arriving at
Vietnam ports are in ballast, chartered to
pick up cargoes—principally of coal and
apatite—for free world destinations.

3. North Vietnam'’s foreign trade is already
heavily oriented toward Communist China
and the Soviet Union, and this trade can
move entirely by land, if necessary. In any
event, to the extent that transport by sea is
necessary, it could be fully accomplished in
Communist-flag vessels.

4. Imports into North Vietnam from the
free world are, insofar as we can determine,
nonstrategic in character and are not criti-
cal to the North Vietnamese economy.

I hope that this explanation of our think-
ing and of the actions we have undertaken
will be useful to you. If the Department can
be of further assistance, please let me know.

Sincerely yours,
DouGLAS MACARTHUR II,
Assistant Secretary.

Mr. MIZE. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. CHAMBERLAIN. I yield to the
gentleman from Kansas.

Mr. MIZE. I received a similar letter
from the State Department in answer to
& letter which I sent about the same sub-
ject. I got the same wishy-washy an-
swer. I am in complete accord with the
gentleman’s position. I wish to heaven
we could get other Members of the House
to be as disturbed about this vital matter
as we are.

Mr. CHAMBERLAIN. I thank the
gentleman for his contribution.

Mr. KING of Utah. Mr, Chairman, I
wish to express my support for S. 306 on
behalf of the smaller and medium-sized
cities and counties of my district. The
municipal and county officials of my dis-
trict are confronted with the over-
whelming problem of disposing of solid
wastes, and they are, therefore, extreme-
ly interested in our action on what is
known as the Solid Waste Disposal Act
portion of this legislation.

During my travels throughout my dis-
trict, I have noted that there are far too
many open, burning dumps scarring the
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countryside. However, I recognize fully
that the local governments of such com-
munities as Provo, Salt Lake City, and
Orem lack the financial resources to re-
search the disposal of this waste ma-
terial by more suitable methods. This
legislation, if acted upon favorably,
will authorize the expenditure of funds
for the development and demonstration
of new and less expensive solid waste
disposal techniques. Even if the cities
and counties of my district do not aec-
tively participate in the program, this
legislation will help develop and make
available new techniques which will be
available to all cities. The new tech-
niques should make solid waste disposal
less expensive and more effective for all.
For these reasons I urge the adoption of
S. 306 as reported by the Committee on
Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

Mr. HELSTOSKI. Mr. Chairman, the
Clean Air Act of 1963, Public Law 206 of
the 88th Congress was signed by Presi-
dent Johnson on December 17, 1963, and
set into motion a process of stimulating
our national efforts to control and abate
the pollution of our Nation’s air.

Although this act was far reaching
in its effects, such as financial aid for
control programs, expanded research
into the sources and control of air pollu-
tion from the gaseous emissions of auto-
mobiles and fuel consumption of indus-
trial plants, it was only the beginning of
a program which requires the attention
of Congress to further enhance the effec-
tiveness of the present law.

The legislation which we have before
us today would help meet the objectives
as proposed by President Johnson that
we end “the poisoning of the air we
breathe’” and called upon us to “prevent
the pollution of our air before it hap-
pens.li

The millions of motor vehicles which
Jjam the highways and expressways of
this country are the main culprits in the
pollution of our air and some efforts
should be taken to reduce these pollut-
ants.

While our national air pollution, at the
present time, is due chiefly to automobile
exhausts, smoke discharges from indus-
trial plants, and disposal of solid wastes
contribute much to the overall picture
of air pollution. Our increasing popu-
lation, the expansion of urban and sub-
urban areas, the additional consump-
tion of energy-producing fuels and indus-
trial development and expansion have
all added to the creation of solid wastes
which are disposed of by burning in open
dumps or land fills. These methods are
a prime factor in creating a polluted at-
mosphere for miles around such a dis-
posal facility.

With the rise of cities, human beings
have been forced to think of air as a
resource, for air pollution is a sickness
of the cities. It comes about almost en-
tirely through the burning of fuels and
wastes. The cure for the worst kinds of
air pollution is to prevent noxious com-
bustion products from entering the air.
But the laws of physics make it virtually
impossible to keep carbon dioxide, which
is the principal product of combustion,
out of the air.
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It has been predicted that by the year
2000, the amount of atmospheric carbon
dioxide may have increased by about 50
percent; and many believe that this will
have a considerable effect on the world’s
climate, but nobody has been able to
make a convineing guess about just what
that effect will be.

The effects of air pollution on the lives
and well-being of our population are
numerous and burdensome. Air pollu-
tion endangers public health, damages
and destroys property, offends the senses,
and frustrates the universal desire for
clean and comfortable surroundings.

The past decade has seen a change in
the public’s attitude toward air pollu-
tion. Formerly the tendency was to
deplore the contamination of the air but
to regard it as one of the inescapable
adjuncts of urban life. Now there is a
growing realization that our polluted air
is more than a nuisance, and presents
hazards to health, and that in any case
the pollution of the air will grow worse
unless something is done about it.

The legislation before us today will
provide for the necessary programs to
combat air pollution and aid in the
proper disposal of solid wastes, which
contribute greatly to contamination of
the air.

Another problem which we must face
and make every effort to correct is the
emission of fumes and smoke from in-
dustrial plants. This is a major factor
in the pollution of air in the communi-
ties in which such industry is located
and very costly to the residents of these
areas because of the corrosion effect on
buildings and paints.

The soot, ash, and chemical compo-
nents of the smoke and fumes emitted by
the smokestacks of industrial concerns
cause many respiratory ailments. We
must take action to make sure that these
industrial concerns will be the benefici-
aries of some incentive to install devices
which will lessen or completely eliminate
this particular source of air pollution.

In my own district, the Ninth of New
Jersey, there are 39 separate communi-
ties. Each of them has the same com-
mon problem of combating air pollu-
tion, which constitutes a substantial
everyday experience. Any assistance
which the Federal Government can give
these communities will be a great step
forward in the development of systems
which will curtail or greatly diminish the
air pollution created by harmful emis-
sion of various types of pollutants.

Any money which the Government will
spend for research of this topic is money
well spent and can be justified when the
research is for the benefit of all the
citizens of this country.

Polluted air combined with stagnant
air is not only costly, but hazardous.
Such a combination, by reducing visibil-
ity, creates a very real danger to air and
land transportation.

As an example, the New Jersey Turn-
pike Authority is compelled to close that
superhighway at least 20 times a year
when smog aggravates conditions al-
ready made bad by weather situations.
‘Where the turnpike continues through
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the highly industrialized northeast sec-
tion of the State, smog causes many
motorists to miss their desired exits.

Last November, a two-car collision on
the turnpike was blamed directly on
poor visibility because of smog. And,
there were many incidents where car
pileups occurred because the visibility
was reduced to zero. And who was the
villain in these incidents? Smog—a
combination of smoke and fog.

Aircraft operations out of Newark were
also hampered by reduced visibility. As
far back as 1946, a survey was conducted
on this matter and it showed that smoke,
alone or in combination with fog, lowered
the visibility to less than 6 miles every
second day of the year.

Aggravation of poor weather condi-
tions by pollution results in delays in
landings and takeoffs at busy airports.
At times entire flights are cancelled be-
cause of the difficulty of making a safe
takeoff due to poor visibility. This is
an inconvenience to the traveler and
very costly to the carrier.

The average individual, on the streets
of any community in these United States
does not care to take up the fight for
the principle of clean air. We are sur-
rounded not only by dirty air but by
public apathy. Because of this, we as
Members of Congress, representing the
people of the entire United States should
take the initiative and provide for legis-
lation which will clean up the air we
greathe at the rate of 15,000 gallons per

ay.

For a richer and healthier life, under
clean skies, we should take a three-step
approach to this problem.

First. Impress upon the automobile
manufacturers to install antipollutant
devices upon every motor vehicle leaving
the factory. If this cannot be done on
a voluntary basis then this Congress
should enact legislation to make such in-
stallations mandatory.

Second. Take steps to find a method
to reduce the sulfur content in fuels used
by industry which contribute so much to
the pollution of the air around these in-
dustrial centers.

Third. Waste disposal problems should
be solved in such a way so as to end the
overburdening of our cities’ incinerators
and the open burning of rubbish.

If we do anything less than this we are
neglect in our duty to the people of our
Nation. I am sure that the legislation
before us at this time will be far reaching
toward finding a solution to this problem
to provide a healthier climate around us.

Mr. GIBBONS. Mr. Chairman, today
this House has an opportunity to take a
significant step forward in the battle to
eliminate air pollution.

The great 89th Congress can add an-
other major accomplishment for the good
of the American people to its already
lengthy list. For today, we deal with
the most basic ingredient there is—the
very air we breathe and its pollution
which causes untold human suffering and
the loss of millions of dollars each year
in property and crop loss.

Today, we have before us for consider-
ation, S. 306, which would direct the Sec-
retary of Health, Education, and Welfare
to prescribe a set of standards requiring
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all cars manufactured or imported into
the United States, to be equipped with
exhaust-control devices which will limit
the amount of pollutants emitted into
the atmosphere.

There is an obvious national need for
this legislation. For there is a mountain
of scientific evidence linking air pollu-
tion to the aggravation of heart condi-
tions, and increases in susceptibility to
chronic respiratory diseases, particularly
among older persons, eye irritation, and
even rickets. More recently, there is
growing evidence that air pollution may
play an important role in the growth of
cancer among the American people.

This bill, reported out by the House
Interstate and Foreign Commerce Com-
mittee, last month, would empower the
Secretary of Health, Education, and
Welfare to establish these standards for
control of air pollution caused by gaso-
line and diesel engine exhaust. No time
limit was set in the bill reported by the
committee, but the standards are to be
established as soon as practicable.

After establishment, manufacturers
of automobiles must apply to the Secre-
tary of HEW for certification to see if
their products conform to the standards.
The standards must be met, either by re-
design of engines, or application of de-
vices. The bill, as reported, sets penal-
ties if these standards are not met.

Mr. Chairman, air pollution is a major
national problem. It is a curse, affect-
ing the lives and the fortunes of untold
millions of our fellow Americans. Air
knows no State lines or city limits. Eco-
nomic damage from air pollution
amounts to as much as $11 billion an-
nually. That is more than 10 percent of
the entire money we spend in 1 year to
run the Federal Government.

The State of California, to its great
credit, through legislation, has had the
foresight to establish such standards for
all cars manufactured or imported in
that State with the 1966 model year. The
question which I should like to pose is
this: Why, if the American auto industry
is required by one State to implement
such standards, should not the entire
country have the benefit of them also?

Cars take us everywhere today. They
criss-cross State lines in hours or even
minutes. Here in the vast complex cen-
tered about the Nation’s Capital, with
the help of our wonderful Federal Inter-
state System, an individual can cross in-
to three different jurisdictions, Virginia,
the District of Columbia, and Maryland
in mere seconds.

We have wasted far too much time as
it is. I, for one, do not believe we can
afford to waste any more. Far too much
of far too great a value depends upon
this course of action. The American
auto industry has the technical know-
how to do the job. They have had to
do it in the State of California. Why
should not all the American people have
the benefit of this knowledge?

Earlier this week, this House took ac-
tion for more effective prevention of
pollution of our Nation's waterways.
Today, we have a great opportunity to
go on record as firmly committed to
fighting the pollution of our most pre-
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cious ingredient for life itself, the very
air we breathe.

Mr. Chairman, I look upon this legis-
lation, not as Federal interference.
Rather, I look upon it as a sane, na-
tional policy approach to a problem of
national scope.

As author of legislation similar in
nature to 8. 306, I strongly urge my col-
leagues to support this bill's passage.
Poisonous air threatens to choke this
Nation. Let us fight back. Let us over-
come this problem.

Mr. HOWARD. Mr. Chairman, today
we are being given the opportunity to
pass one of the most important pieces
of legislation in the history of this body,
the Clean Air and Solid Waste Disposal
Act.

This Congress has made great strides
in such areas as medical care for the
aged, water pollution control, and eivil
rights. Yet, there can be no pride in
our past achievements unless we meet
one of the most serious challenges which
faces this country today—air pollution.

On June 28, of this year I introduced
H.R. 9479 which would make it manda-
tory that a number of new devices, in-
cluding an air-pollution control unit, be
included on all new cars. Passage of
this bill today will not satisfy all of the
provisions of my legislation but it will
force compliance with the air pollution
control section.

I draw upon testimony taken in my
own State of New Jersey to show that
even the automobile manufacturers
favor such Federal legislation as we are
to vote on here today.

In May a legislative commission con-
cerned with air pollution control in New
Jersey heard testimony from Karl M.
Richards of the Automobile Manufac-
turers Association. Mr. Richards said
that chaos would result if the automo-
bile industry had to meet different stand-
ards as proposed by different States.
Therefore, Mr. Chairman, I think this
indicates that we must handle this prob-
lem at the Federal level today.

In our society we are always concerned
with the living conditions of those in this
country and abroad. We commiserate
with those less fortunate. And yet, we
allow our entire Nation to live in an
open-air sewer, with some areas of con-
centration worse than others.

Today there are more than 85 million
motor vehicles in use in the United States
and each and every year that figure in-
creases. Pollution-control devices on
such vehicles would not end our air pol-
lution problem but it would go a long way
toward easing this problem.

There are those who will not support
the bill, claiming they are not against air
pollution control but merely want “more
study.” In my opinion “more study”
is an excuse to slow down or fo com-
pletely postpone the legislation we need
today.

Only last month, meteorologist Morris
Neiburger, a University of California
professor, had some shocking facts about
air pollution.

He said:

All civilization will pass away, not from a
sudden cataclysm like a nuclear war, but
from gradual suffocation in its own wastes.
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This professor predicted that if man-
kind continues as it is filling the atmos-
phere with the poisonous fumes of auto-
mobiles, it will make the planet unin-
habitable within 100 years.

I do not quote this professor to frighten
anyone into voting in favor of this leg-
islation. I quote him and list a number
of other reasons to dramatize how seri-
ous a problem air pollution is in this
great Nation today.

I urge everyone in this House to sup-
port this bill today and all other effec-
tive antiair pollution measures which
come before us in the future.

Mr. ROOSEVELT. Mr. Chairman, I
rise in support of the Clean Air and
Solid Waste Disposal Acts. As my col-
leagues know, I am not an engineer, nor
am I a specialist in the various ways of
disposing of the mountains of solid waste
accumulated each day in our country.
I became interested in the subject, how-
ever, because the problem is daily be-
coming more acute in California and in
other States which are experiencing
rapid growth in terms of population,
agriculture, industry, and commerce.

In statements presented to the House
of Representatives at the time I intro-
duced legislation on solid waste disposal
last year and again early in this session,
I described the national solid waste sit-
uation in some detail, based on informa-
tion I had received from conversations
with, and through reading articles by,
many people who know most about this
problem. I learned that we have within
our means the technological resources
to grapple with the problem and work
toward a solution, and I am very grati-
fied that the bill now under considera-
tion gives recognition to the urgency for
immediate attention.

Mr. RYAN. Mr. Chairman, in this
country we can no longer afford to ex-
ploit our natural environment and waste
its resources, whether those resources be
our forests, our soil, our water—or our
air.

We have known for some time that air
pollution is a killer. It is a catalyst for
some of our most serious respiratory and
other diseases; it is an allergen; it is an
irritant. The contaminants which pol-
lute our air are not only dangers to our
health; they cause economic losses
amounting to nearly $12 billion per year
in damaged property and crops. Air pol-
lution affects our weather, our appear-
ance, and even our outlook.

At first air pollution was tolerated out
of sheer ignorance. Now it is tolerated
out of an unwillingness to spend the
money necessary to combat it.

Air pollution shortens our life span,
darkens our skies and dims our land-
scape.

We cannot afford not to combat it.

In New York City there is no such
thing as a breath of fresh air. We have
the dirtiest air of any major city in
America. Sixty tons of large particles
fall on every square mile every month in
our city. We breathe 50 percent more
sulphur dioxide, a potential killer, than
residents of any other major ecity.

Every day 500,000 automobiles come
into New York, spewing hydrocarbons,
nitrogen oxides, and aldehydes into our
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air. These automobiles cause between a
third and a half of our air pollution.
Many of these automobiles are from out
of State, and New York needs help in
controlling the exhaust from these motor
vehicles.

We are not alone. All major cities
have this problem. With a burgeoning
and mobile population, air pollution can-
not be adequately controlled or finally
eliminated by sporadic local action.

Mr. Chairman, the bill before us today
to amend the Clean Air Act of 1963 is a
necessary adjunct to the program to ar-
rest and eliminate air pollution.

This bill will enable us to begin the
elimination of pollution from motor
vehicles by the encouragement of re-
search and the establishment of stand-
ards for minimum pollution. It will au-
thorize the Secretary of Health, Educa-
tion, and Welfare to accomplish that
task and to assist in the institution and
conduct of research toward better meth-
ods of disposing of solid wastes from
industry and domestic living.

Large metropolitan areas like New
York are having increasing difficulty
finding ways of disposing of vast quan-
tities of waste materials from home and
industry. Our yellow-green rivers and
brown skies are adequate testament to
that difficulty.

In addition to the ordinary 5 million
tons of refuse which New York must dis-
pose of every year, the city has to find
ways of disposing of another million
tons of construction wastes. Large tim-
bers and concrete blocks, and other ma-
terials do not lend themselves to use as
land fill. Shredding, breaking and burn-
ing, the current methods, add cinders
and pulver to the air and refuse to the
sea.

There is an urgent need for new solu-
tions.

Earlier this session, the President sent
to the Congress a persuasive message on
the need for water and air pollution con-
trol and other conservation programs.
He stated:

The increasing tempo of urbanization and
growth is already depriving many Americans
of the right to live in decent surroundings.
The modern technology which has added
much to our lives, can also have a darker
side. Its uncontrolled waste products are
menacing the world we live in, our enjoy-
ment, and our health.

I have spoken on this subject many
times, dealing with the acute problems
of New York in particular. It is essen-
tial to control pollution from motor ve-
hicles. This bill will help to control it.
We need research for good economic
methods of effecting that control. This
bill will provide assistance for this re-
search.

We need solutions to our solid waste
disposal problems. This bill will provide
the assistance for that research.

At last Congress has recognized this
problem and begun to deal with it. The
problem becomes more complex, difficult
and expensive with every day that passes.
This legislation will begin to cope with
the disposal of wastes that cause 50 per-
cent of our air pollution.

Mr. Chairman, it is time we stopped
killing ourselves.
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Mr. TUPPER. Mr. Chairman, it is
most satisfying to have the privilege of
voting for legislation that will improve
the purity of the air we breathe. For far
too long we have allowed our atmosphere
to be polluted and the health of our citi-
zens endangered. For too many years
we have permitted automobile manufac-
turers to sell a product that emitted the
most harmful agents into the air.

There is no subject that deserves more
attention than the matter of environ-
mental pollution. The hour is getting
late and Congress must do much more to
attack this serious problem. This leg-
islation, S. 306, is desperately needed,
and we owe it to those we represent to
support it wholeheartedly.

Mr. REUSS. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in support of S. 306, the Clean Air and
Solid Waste Disposal Acts. I particu-
larly want to stress the importance of
those sections of title I of the bill, which
amends the Ciean Air Act of 1963, au-
thorizing the Secretary of the Depart-
ment of Health, Education, and Welfare
to establish standards for controlling
the emission of air polluting substances
from the engines of automotive vehicles.

Polluted air in metropolitan areas is
a health hazard which cannot be ignored
any longer. Most frequently it is the
automobile which is the predominant
contaminator. As the automobile popu-
lation grows the problem becomes more
acute.

The immediate problem is serious.
One substance from automobile exhaust
that becomes a part of the air is a
hydrocarbon known as benzpyrene, which
tends to induce cancer. Carbon mon-
oxide and oxides of nitrogen, both of
which have varying degrees of ill effect
on health, are also emitted into the air
by automobiles, Breathing New York
City air, for instance, is like smoking
two packs of cigarettes a day. Further-
more, lead poisoning can result from
the breathing of air polluted by the
exhaust of automobiles burning leaded
gasoline.

The Ilong-term consequences could
also be serious. Prof. Morris Neiburger,
of the University of California, at Los
Angeles, an expert on air pollution, has
predicted that polluted air could, over a
long period of time, smother civilization
to death unless the problem is brought
under control.

Therefore, the bill before us today is
extremely important to the health and
welfare of Americans. Air pollution by
automobiles needs to be reduced as much
as possible. This can only be accom-
plished if the Federal Government sets
standards applicable throughout the
country. The bill should be enacted
promptly.

PROPOSAL WILL NOT ELIMINATE THE PROELEM

However, we would be deluding our-
selves if we believed that the enactment
of this legislation will completely elim-
inate automotive air pollution. No de-
vice is currently available, nor is one an-
ticipated, which will totally eliminate
the emission from automobiles of sub-
stances which pollute the air.

In a paper presented at a panel dis-
cussion on air pollution at the board of
directors meeting, National Petroleum
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Refiners Association, Washington D.C.,
on September 20, V. G. MacKenzie, As-
sistant Surgeon General, Chief of the
Division of Air Pollution, Public Health
Service, Department of Health, Educa-
tion, and Welfare, described the problem.
He said:

A limited technical capability has been de-
veloped for the reduction of certain emis-
sions (hydrocarbons and carbon monoxide)
from automobiles but for certain other pol-
lutants no such capability is yet available.
As we look into the future two elements of
the problem demand action and planning:

(a) As the automobile population rises in
the future there is justifiable reason for
technical concern that the problems inherent
in controlling hydrocarbons and carbon mon-
oxide from the current type of spark igni-
tlon engine may necessitate the develop-
ment of propulsion systems for automobiles
radically different from those which are
currently in use. Some estimates have been
made which show that the application of
carbon monoxide and hydrocarbon controls
to the type of engine currently may be ex-
pected to hold the line until about 1980,
after which time the increased number of
motor vehicles on our streets and highways
would result in a worsening of the situation.

(b) We cannot be complacent either
about certaln of those pollutants from motor
vehicles for which we do not now have tech-
nical means of control. Prominent among
these are oxldes of nitrogen and lead con-
tamination. As the great increase in the
use of fossil fuels forecast for the next half
century materializes, oxides of nitrogen
emissions will have to be controlled; these
are ubiquitous pollutants which arise from
all combustion processes and are already of
concern in some jurisdictions of this coun-
try.

With respect to lead contamination, stud-
ies indicate that the margin of safety against
physiologic damage among some elements of
our population is relatively narrow; indeed,
there are those who claim that this margin
is already too small. In any event when we
consider the Increase In the use of motor
vehicles forecast for the future, simple
arithmetlic suggests that if we continue on
our present path this margin of safety in-
evitably will disappear.

Maintenance of emission control de-
vices is an additional problem. Even if
the device is 100 percent effective when
new, it will, like all other parts of the
automobile, deteriorate with use. The
device will have to be properly serviced
and periodically replaced in order to in-
sure that it is operating to maximum
effectiveness. Periodic inspections by
local officials could provide some control
over this problem, but that would not
be sufficient. The truth is that the au-
tomotive air pollution problem cannot
be eliminated entirely through the ap-
proach prescribed in this legislation; it
can only be alleviated.

The problem is compounded by the
fact that the automobile population is
growing at a rapid rate. In 1963 there
were 80 million automobiles in the coun-
try. By 1980 there will be an estimated
120 million, an increase of 50 percent.
The combination of these two factors—
the lack of complete effectiveness on the
part of the automotive devices and the
rapid rise in the number of automo-
biles—will probably leave us no better
off in 1980 than we are today. And the
situation today simply is not good
enough.
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NEW MODES OF URBAN TRANSPORT NEEDED

The major reason that polluted air
hangs so heavily over our cities is that
the automobile is the principal mode of
intraurban transportation. If cities had
better systems of public transportation,
systems that were more attractive to the
urban traveler than the automobile, he
would leave his automobile at home and
take the public transport system.

Unfortunately, the public transporta-
tion systems available today are not more
desirable than the automobile because
they do not offer the same convenience.
What people want in a transport sys-
tem is an individual vehicle which is
ready to leave when they are and will
take them directly to their destination
without the need of transferring. Until
such a system, with vehicles powered
other than by the internal combustion
engine, is developed, the urban traveler
will continue to rely heavily on the au-
tomobile, and we will continue to breathe
air that is damaging to our health.

RESEARCH COULD DEVELOP NEW TRANSPORT

SYSTEMS

There are on the drawing boards today
plans for new modes of urban transport
which could meet the problem. The
commucar designed by a group at the
Massachusetts Institute of Technology,
the starrcar proposed by the Alden Self
Transit Corp. in Westboro, Mass., and
the teletrans system conceived by the
Teletrans Corp., of Detroit, could pos-
sibly satisfy the requirements for good
urban transport. But much more work
needs to be done on them before they
can be fully developed, or made opera-
tional. Because of the expense involved
in this undertaking, it is virtually im-
possible for private corporations to com-
plete this task without financial assist-
ance from the Federal Government, but
none is forthcoming under existing
programs.

In order to make it possible for the
Federal Government to assist in the re-
search and development of these systems,
I recently introduced legislation—H.R.
9200—authorizing a 2-year, $20 million
program to achieve a technological
breakthrough in the development of new
modes of urban transport. The bill
would amend the Mass Transportation
Act of 1964, the only Federal program
directed at alleviating the urban trans-
port problem, and make it mandatory
that the research be undertaken. The
program contains a mandate to develop
new systems which can carry people
quickly, safely, and economically from
place to place within urban areas, with-
out polluting the air, and in such a way
as to meet the needs of the people for
individual transport, while at the same
time contributing to good city planning.

To date 21 other Members have in-
troduced identical legislation: the gen-
tleman from Ohio [Mr. AsHLEY], the
gentleman from Texas [Mr. CaserLL], the
gentleman from New York [Mr. Fars-
sTeEIN], the gentleman from Minnesota
[Mr. Fraser], the gentleman from Ohio
[Mr. Girrican], the gentlewoman from
Michigan [Mrs. GriFFiTHS], the gentle-
man from New York [Mr. HALPERN], the
gentleman from New Jersey [Mr. JOEL-
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son], the gentleman from Maryland [Mr.
Lowne], the gentleman from New York
[Mr. McCarTHY], the gentleman from
New Jersey [Mr. MinisH], the gentleman
from Pennsylvania [Mr. MoorHEAD], the
gentleman from New York [Mr. MuL-
TER], the gentleman from Illinois [Mr.
Rowan], the gentleman from California
[Mr. Rooseverrl, the gentleman from
New York [Mr. RoseNTHAL], the gentle-
man from Wisconsin [Mr. STaLBAUMI,
the gentlewoman from Missouri [Mrs.
SuLLivan], the gentleman from Ohio
[Mr. Vanik], the gentleman from Geor-
gia [Mr. WeLTNER], and the gentleman
from Illinois [Mr. YATES].

The administration this year has com-
mitted itself to the development of new
high-speed ground transportation sys-
tems for between-city travel at an esti-
mated cost of $90 million over a 3-year
period. It has also recently earmarked
an additional $140 million in Federal
funds for the research and development
of a supersonic transport. It is time i
took the same initiative in supporting a
program for improvement of transpor-
tation within cities, the most critical
transportation problem that confronts
us today.

Mrs. DWYER. Mr. Chairman, there
are many and compelling reasons for
supporting the pending bill, S. 306, the
Clean Air Act amendments.

Air pollution has become in recent
years perhaps the most serious threat
to the health, welfare, and comfort of the
American people which faces us today.
The contamination of the atmosphere
on which we depend for lifegiving air
comes from a variety of sources—auto
exhaust, waste disposal, industrial power-
plants, manufacturing facilities, and
many others—and the damage it does to
property of all kinds has reached an es-
timated $18 billion a year. More impor-
tant, medical authorities now consider
air pollution to be a cause or major con-
tributing factor in such killing and crip-
pling diseases as cancer, heart and lung
disease, and respiratory problems gen-
erally.

In the context of the danger, relatively
little has been done to control and elimi-
nate air pollution and to conserve clean,
fresh air. Consequently, the problem
has greatly outpaced our meager efforts
to solve it. Pollution levels, in fact, have
exceeded the rate of growth of our popu-
lation, which means that the average
American is putting a greater volume of
poisons into his and his neighbor’s air
than ever before.

The principal means by which this
dubious record has been reached has
been automotive exhaust—the source,
according to almost all authorities, of
approximately 50 percent of the national
air pollution problem. We have today
about 83 million automobiles, trucks and
buses in use in the United States, and
the ratio of motor vehicles to human
beings has been growing rapidly. Any
place inhabited by 50,000 or more people
has an automatically serious air pollu-
tion problem. And no area of the coun-
try, urban, suburban or rural, is free
from the hazard.

Close behind the motor vehicle are the
powerplants, incinerators, and smoke-
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stacks of industry which contribute
nearly an equal proportion of the fumes
and filth which clog our air and choke
our throats.

The present bill would deal with both
sources of pollution, auto exhaust, and
solid waste disposal. It will help bring
closer the mandatory installation on new
cars of devices to reduce the volume of
harmful hydrocarbons and carbon mon-
oxide which have poured unimpeded
from the exhausts of tens of millions of
cars. It will also help prevent new air
pollution before it gets out of hand, im-
prove research and development facili-
ties, and initiate an attempt to find new,
safer, and more sanitary ways of dispos-
ing of solid wastes like garbage, rubbish,
refuse, debris, and so forth, which pollute
both the air and water.

This is not a very radical bill, Mr.
Chairman, nor does it go as far as many
of us—alarmed at the speed with which
air pollution is endangering the total en-
vironment—believe we should go in
simple self-defense. It is a welcome step
forward, albeit a modest one, and if it
is backed by adequate funds and effec-
tive enforcement it can make a substan-
tial difference in the battle against pol-
lution.

We who live in the intensely populated
and heavily industrialized areas of the
Nation—and New Jersey is first on both
counts—are especially sensitive, not to
say vulnerable, to air pollution. We pro-
duce on a daily basis an enormous vol-
ume of pollutants and when air inver-
sions trap the pollutants under layers of
warm air, the entire area becomes a vast
aerial garbage heap. In New Jersey, this
happens about 40 times a year.

The nature of the danger has been
dramatically and tragically illustrated in
the smog attacks of recent years in
Donora, Pa., London, and New York City,
where hundreds of people have died and
thousands more were seriously ill as a di-
rect result of prolonged exposure to con-
centrated poisons in the air, Lessthan3
years ago, much of our east coast was
caught in a giant air inversion situation
which, had it lasted just a few more days,
would have resulted in mass death and
sickness. Older people and those suffer-
ing from respiratory weaknesses of one
kind or another are the first victims.
But air pollution knows no boundaries
and its impact on the young and healthy
can be just as destructive, just as dis-
abling on a long-term basis even at low
concentrations.

Faced with such dangers, Mr. Chair-
man, our efforts to date have been paltry
indeed. Today’s legislation will help, but
much more needs to be done at all levels
of government, Federal, State, and local.
The threat is great and it is growing.
Air pollution is an enemy fo all and it
must be fought by all.

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Chairman,
I have no further requests for time.

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. Chairman, I have
no further requests for time.

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the
rule, the Clerk will now read the sub-
stitute committee amendment printed in
the reported bill as an original bill for
the purpose of amendment.
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The Clerk read as follows:

Be it enacted by the Senate and House
of Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled,

TITLE I—AMENDMENTS TO CLEAN AIR ACT

Sec. 101. The Clean Air Act is amended (1)
by inserting immediately above the head-
ing of section 1: “TITLE I—AIR POLLUTION
PREVENTION AND CONTROL"; (2) by
changing the words “this Act" wherever
they appear in sections 1 through 7 to “this
title'”; (3) by redesignating sectlons 1
through T and references thereto as sections
101 through 107; (4) by redesignating sec-
tions 8 through 14 and references thereto as
sections 301 through 307; (5) by inserting
immediately above the heading of the so re-
designated section 301: “TITLE III—GEN-
ERAL"; (6) by striking out subsection (a)
of the so redesignated section 306 and strik-
ing out the letter (b) at the beginning of
subsection (b) in the so redesignated section
306; (7) by striking out “this Act" in the
s0 redesignated section 306 and inserting in
lieu thereof “title I"; and (8) by inserting
after the so redesignated section 107 and
before the heading of such title IIT the fol-
lowing new title:

“TITLE II—CONTROL OF AIR POLLUTION FROM
MOTOR VEHICLES

“Short title

“Sec. 201. This title may be cited as the
‘Motor Vehicle Air Pollution Control Act’.

“Establishment of siandards

“SEc. 202. (a) The Secretary shall by regu-
lation, giving appropriate consideration to
technological feasibility and economic costs,
prescribe as soon as practicable standards,
applicable to the emission of any kind of
substance, from any class or classes of new
motor vehicles or new motor vehicle engines,
which in his judgment cause or contribute to,
or are likely to cause or contribute to, air
pollution which endangers the health or wel-
fare of any persons, and such standards
shall apply to such vehicles or engines
whether they are designed as complete sys-
tems or incorporate other devices to prevent
or control such pollution.

“(b) Any regulations initially prescribed
under this section, and amendments there-
to, with respect to any class of new motor
vehicles or new motor vehicle engines shall
become effective on the effective date speci-
fled in the order promulgating' such regula-
tions which date shall be determined by the
Secretary after consideration of the period
reasonably necessary for industry compliance.

“Prohibited acts

“SEc. 203. (a) The following acts and the
causing thereof are prohibited—

“(1) in the case of a manufacturer of
new motor vehicles or mew motor vehicle
engines for distribution in commerce, the
manufacture for sale, the sale, or the offer-
ing for sale, or the introduction or delivery
for introduction Into commerce, or the im-
portation into the United States for sale
or resale, of any new motor vehicle or new
motor vehicle engine, manufactured after
the effective date of regulations under this
title which are applicable to such vehicle or
engine unless it is in conformity with regu-
lations preseribed under section 202 (except
as provided in subsection (b));

“(2) for any person to fail or refuse to
permit access to or copying of records or to
fail to make reports or provide information,
dellvery to the ultimate purchaser.

“(3) for any person to remove or render
inoperative any device or element of design
installed on or in a motor vehicle or motor
vehicle engine in compliance with regula-
tions under this title prior to its sale and
delivery to the ultimate purchaser.

“{(b) (1) The Becretary may exempt any
new motor vehicle or new motor vehicle en-
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gine, or class thereof, from subsection (a),
upon such terms and conditions as he may
find necessary to protect the public health
or welfare, for the purpose of research, in-
vestigations, studies, demonstrations, or
training, or for reasons for national security.

“(2) A new motor vehicle or new motor
vehicle engine offered for importation by a
manufacturer in violation of subsection (a)
shall be refused admission into the United
States, but the Secretary of the Treasury and
the Secretary of Health, Education, and Wel-
fare may, by joint regulation, provide for
deferring final determination as to admis-
sion and authorizing the delivery of such a
motor vehicle or engine offered for import to
the owner or consignee thereof upon such
terms and conditions (including the furnish-
ing of a bond) as may appear to them appro-
priate to insure that any such motor vehicle
or engine will be brought into conformity
with the standards, requirements, and limi-
tations applicable to it under this title, The
Secretary of the Treasury shall, if a motor
vehicle or engine is finally refused admission
under this paragraph, cause disposition
thereof in accordance with the customs laws
unless it is exported under regulations pre-
scribed by such BSecretary, within ninety
days of the date of notice of such refusal
or such additional time as may be permitted
pursuant to such regulations, except that
disposition in accordance with the customs
laws may not be made in such manner as
may result, directly or indirectly, in the
sale, to the ultimate consumer, of a new
motor vehicle or new motor vehicle engine
that fails to comply with applicable stand-
ards of the Secretary of Health, Education,
and Welfare under this title.

“(83) A new motor vehicle or new motor
vehicle engine intended solely for export, and
s0 labeled or tagged on the outside of the
container and on the vehicle or engine it-
self, shall not be subject to the provisions
of subsection (a).

“Injunction proceedings

“Spc. 204. (a) The district courts of the
United States shall have jurisdiction to re-
strain violations of paragraph (1), (2), or
(8) of section 203(a).

“(b) Actions to restrain such violations
shall be brought by and in the name of the
United States. In any such action, subpenas
for witnesses who are required to attend a
district court in any district may run into
any other district.

“Penalties

“See. 205. Any person who violates para-
graph (1), (2), or (3) of section 203(a) shall
be subject to a fine of not more than $1,000.
Such violation with respect to section 203(a)
(1) and 203(a) (8) shall constitute a sep-
arate offense with respect to each new motor
vehicle or new motor vehicle engine.

“Certification

“Sec. 206. (a) Upon application of the
manufacturer, the Secretary shall test, or
require to be tested, In such manner as he
deems appropriate, any new motor vehicle
or new motor vehicle engine submitted by
such manufacturer to determine whether
such vehicle or engine conforms with the
regulations prescribed under section 202 of
this title. If such vehicle or engine con-
forms to such regulations the Secretary shall
issue a certificate of conformity, upon such
terms, and for such period not less than one
year, as he may prescribe. !

“(b) Any new motor vehicle or any motor
vehicle engine sold by such manufacturer
which is in all material respects substantially
the same consfruction as the test vehicle
or engine for which a certificate has been
issued under subsectlon (a), shall for the
purposes of this Act be deemed to be in
conformity with the regulations lssued under
section 202 of this title.
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“Records and reports

“Sec. 207. (a) Every manufacturer shall
establish and maintain such records, make
such reports, and provide such information,
as the Secretary may reasonably require to
enable him to determine whether such man-
ufacturer has acted or is acting in compli-
ance with this title and regulations there-
under and shall, upon request of an officer
or employee duly designated by the Secre-
tary, permit such officer or employee at rea-
sonable times, to have access to and copy
such records.

“(b) All information reported or otherwise
obtained by the Secretary or his representa-
tive pursuant to subsection (a), which in-
formation contains or relates to a trade secret
or other matter referred to in section 1906
of title 18 of the United States Code, shall
be considered confidential for the purpose
of such section 1905, except that such in-
formation may be disclosed to other officers
or employees concerned with carrying out
this Act or when relevant in any proceeding
under this Act., Nothing in this section shall
authorize the withholding of information by
the Becretary of any officer or employee un-
der his control, from the duly authorized
committees of the Congress.

“Definitions for title II

“Sec, 208. As used in this title—

“(1) The term ‘manufacturer’ means any
person engaged in the manufacturing or as-
sembling of new motor vehicles or new mo-
tor vehicle engines, or importing such vehi-
cles or engines for resale, or who acts for and
is under the control of any such person in
connection with the distribution of new mo-
tor wehicles or new motor vehicle engines,
but shall not include any dealer with respect
to new motor vehicles or new motor vehicle

nes recelved by him in commerce.

“(2) The term ‘motor vehicle’ means any
self-propelled vehicle designed for transport-
ing persons or property on a street or high-
way.

“(3) The term ‘new motor vehicle’ means
a motor vehicle the equitable or legal title to
which has never been transferred to an ulti-
mate purchaser; and the term ‘new motor
vehicle engine’ means an engine In a new
motor vehicle or a motor vehicle engine the
equitable or legal title to which has never
been transferred to the ultimate purchaser.

“(4) The term ‘dealer’ means any person
who is engaged In the sale or the distribution
of new motor vehicles or new motor vehicle
engines to the ultimate purchaser.

*(5) The term ‘ultimate purchaser’ means,
with respect to any new motor vehicle or new
motor vehicle engine, the first person who in
good faith purchases stich new motor vehicle
or new engine for purposes other than resale.

“(6) The term ‘commerce’' means (A) com-
merce between any place In any State and
any place outside thereof; and (B) commerce
wholly within the District of Columblia.

“Appropriations

“Sgc. 209, There is hereby authorized to be
appropriated to carry out this title II, not to
exceed $470,000 for the fiscal year ending
June 30, 1966, not to exceed $845,000 for the
fiscal year ending June 30, 1967, not to exceed
$1,195,000 for the fiscal year ending June 30,
1968, and not to exceed $1,470,000 for the
fiscal year ending June 30, 1969.”

Sgc. 102, (a) Paragraph (1) of subsection
(c) of the redesignated section 1056 of the
Clean Air Act (which relates to abatement of
air pollution) is amended by adding at the
end thereof the following new subparagraph:

“(D) Whenever the BSecretary, upon re-
celpt of reports, surveys, or studies from
any duly constituted international agency,
has reason to believe that any pollution re-
ferred to In subsection (a) which endangers
the health or welfare of persons in a foreign
country is occurring, or whenever the Sec-
retary of State requests him to do so with
respect to such pollution which the Secre-
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tary of State alleges is of such a nature, the
Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare
shall give formal notification thereof to the
air pollution control agency of the munieci-
pality where such discharge or discharges
originate, to the air pollution control agency
of the State in which such municipality is
located, and to the interstate air pollution
control agency, if any, in the jurisdictional
area of which such municipality is located,
and shall call promptly a conference of such
agency or agencies. The Secretary shall in-
vite the foreign country which may be ad-
versely affected by the pollution to attend and
participate in the conference, and the rep-
resentative of such country shall, for the
purpose of the conference and any further
proceeding resulting from such conference,
have all the rights of a State air pollution
control agency. This subparagraph shall
apply only to a foreign country which the
Secretary determines has given the United
States essentlally the same rights to the
prevention or control of air pollution occur-
ring in that country as is given that country
by this subparagraph.”

(b) So much of subsection (f) of such
redesignated section 106 as precedes clause
(2) of such subsection is amended to read
as follows:

“(f) If action reasonably calculated to se-
cure abatement of the pollution within the
time specified in the notice following the
public hearing is not taken, the Secretary—

“(1) in the case of pollution of air which
is endangering the health or welfare of per-
sons (A) in a State other than that in which
the discharge or discharges (causing or con-
tributing to such pollution) originate, or
(B) in a foreign country which has: partici-
pated in a conference called under subpara-
graph (D) of subsection (¢) of this section
and in all proceedings under this section
resulting from such conference, may request
the Attorney General to bring a sult on be-
half of the United States to secure abate-
ment of the pollution, and”.

Sec. 103. Redesignated section 103 of the
Clean Air Act (which relates to research, in-
vestigations, and training) is amended—

(1) by striking out the word “and” at the
end of paragraphs (1), (2), and (3) of sub-
section (a) thereof;

(2) by striking out the period at the end
of paragraph (4) of subsection (a) thereof
and inserting in lieu thereof *; and”;

(8) by adding after paragraph (4) of sub-
section (a) thereof the following new para-
graph (5):

“(6) conduct and accelerate research pro-
grams (A) relating to the means of con-
trolling hydrocarbon emissions resulting
from the evaporation of gasoline in carbu-
retors and fuel tanks, and the means of con-
trolling emissions of oxides of nitrogen and
aldehydes from gasoline-powered or diesel-
powered vehicles, and to carry out such re-
search the Secretary shall consult with the
technical committee established under sec-
tion 106 of this Act, and for research con-
cerning diesel-powered vehicles he may add
to such committee such representatives from
the diesel-powered vehicle industry as he
deems appropriate; and (B) directed toward
the development of improved low-cost tech-
niques designed to reduce emissions of oxides
of sulfur produced by the combustion of
sulfur-containing fuels.”; and

(4) by adding at the end of such section
the following new subsections:

“(d) The Secretary is authorized to con-
struct such facllities and staff and equip
them as he determines to be necessary to
carry out his functions under this Act.

“(e) If, in the judgment of the Secre-
tary, an air pollution problem of substantial
significance may result from discharge or
discharges into the atmosphere, he may call
a conference concerning this potential air
pollution problem to be held in or near one
or more of the places where such discharge
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or discharges are occurring or will occur.
All interested persons shall be given an op-
portunity to be heard at such conference,
elther orally or in writing, and shall be per-
mitted to appear in person or by represent-
ative in accordance with procedures pre-
scribed by the Secretary. If the Secretary
finds, on the basis of the evidence presented
at such conference, that the discharge or
discharges if permitted to take place or con-
tinue are likely to cause or contribute to
alr pollution subject to abatement under
section 105(a), he shall send such findings,
together with recommendations concerning
the measures which he finds reasonable and
suitable to prevent such pollution, to the
person or persons whose actions will result
in the discharge or discharges involved; to
air pollution agencies of the State or States
and of the municipality or munlicipalities
where such discharge or discharges will origi-
nate; and to the Interstate alr pollution
control agency, if any, in the jurisdictional
area of which any such municipality is lo-
cated. Such findings and recommendations
shall be advisory only, but shall be admitted,
together with the record of the conference,
as part of the record of proceedings under
subsections (c), (d), and (e) of section
105."

Mr. HARRIS (interrupting the read-
ing of the bill). Mr. Chairman, in view
of the fact that we want to make it cer-
tain that we conclude consideration of
this legislation in time for our distin-
guished Chairman to carry out his pro-
gram this evening in connection with his
wedding anniversary; and in view of the
fact that this title has to do with a great
many technical provisions and reaches
the problem of automobile emission, I
ask unanimous consent that further
reading of this title be dispensed with,
that it be printed in the REecorp at this
point, and open for amendment.

I might say to my colleague that this
title begins on page 20 of the bill and
goes down through line 10 on page 32.

The CHATRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Arkansas?

There was no objection.

The . Are there any
other amendments to be offered to title
I? If not, the Clerk will read.

The CLErRK. Page 32, line 11:

TITLE II—SO0OLID WASTE DISPOSAL
Short title

Sec. 201. This title (hereinafter referred to
as “this Act”) may be cited as the “Solid
Waste Disposal Act”.

Findings and purposes

Sec. 202. (a) The Congress finds—

(1) that the continuing technological
progress and improvement in methods of
manufacture, packaging, and marketing of
consumer products has resulted in an ever-
mounting increase, and In a change in the
characteristics, of the mass of material dis-
carded by the purchaser of such products;

(2) that the economic and population
growth of our Nation, and the improvements
in the standard of living emjJoyed by our
population, have required increased indus-
trial production to meet our needs, and have
made necessary the demolition of old build-
ings, the construction of new bulldings, and
the provision of highways and other avenues
of transportation, which, together with re-
lated Industrial, commercial, and agricul-
tural operations, have resulted in a rming
tide of scrap, discarded, and waste materials;

(8) that the continuing concentration of
our population in expanding metwpontnn
and other urban areas has presented these
communities with serious financial, manage-
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ment, intergovernmental, and technical
problems in the disposal of solid wastes re-
sulting from the industrial, commercial, do-
mestic, and other activities carried on in
such areas;

(4) that inefficient and improper methods
of disposal of solid wastes result in scenic
blights, create serlous hazards to the public
health, including pollution of air and water
resources, accident hazards, and increase in
rodent and Insect vectors of disease, have
an adverse effect on land values, create pub-
e nuisances, otherwise interfere with com-
munity life and development;

(5) that the failure or inability to salvage
and reuse such materials economieally re-
sults in the unnecessary waste and depletion
of our natural resources; and

(6) that while the collection and disposal
of solid wastes should continue to be pri-
marily the function of State, regional, and
local agencies, the problems of waste disposal
as set forth above have become a matter na-
tional in scope and in concern and necessi-
tate Federal action through financial and
technical assistance and leadership in the
development, demonstration, and application
of new and improved methods and processes
to reduce the amount of waste and unsal-
vageable materials and to provide for proper
and economical solid-waste disposal practices.

(b) The purposes of this Act therefore
are—

(1) to initiate and accelerate a national
research and development program for new
and improved methods of proper and eco-
nomic solid-waste disposal, including studies
directed toward the conservation of natural
resources by reducing the amount of waste
and unsalvageable materials and by recovery
and utilization of potential resources in solid
wastes; and

(2) to provide technical and financial as-
sistance to State and local governments and
Interstate agencles in the planning, develop-
ment, and conduct of solid-waste disposal

programs.
Definitions

Sec. 203, When used in this Act—

(1) The term ‘“Secretary” means the Sec-
retary of Health, Education, and Welfare; ex-
cept that such term means the Secretary of
the Interior with respect to problems of solid
waste resulting from the extraction, proc-
essing, or utilization of minerals or fossil
fuels where the generation, production, or
reuse of such waste is or may be confrolled
within the extraction, processing, or utiliza-
tion facllity or facilities and where such con-
trol is a feature of the technology or economy
of the operation of such facility or facilities.

(2) The term *“Btate” means a State, the
District of Columbia, the Commonwealth of
Puerto Rico, the Virgin Islands, Guam, and
American Samoa.

(3) The term “interstate agency” means
an agency of two or more municipalities in
different States, or an agency established by
two or more States, with authority to provide
for the disposal of solid wastes and serving
two or more municipalities located in differ-
ent States.

(4) The term *solid waste” means garbage,
refuse, and other discarded solid materials,
including solid-waste materials resulting
from industrial, commercial, and agricultural
operations, and from community activities,
but does not include solids or dissolved ma-
terial in domestic sewage or other significant
pollutants in water resources, such as silt,
dissolved or suspended solids in industrial
waste water effluents, dissolved materials in
irrigation return flows or other common
water pollutants.

(6) The term “solid-waste " means
the collection, storage, treatment, utilization,
processing, or final disposal of solid waste.

(6) The term “construction”, with respect
to any project of construction under this Act,
means (A) the erection or bullding of new
structures and acquisition of lands or inter-
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ests therein, or the acquisition, replacement,
expansion, remodeling, alteration, moderni-
zation, or extension of existing structures,
and (B) the acquisition and installation of
initial equipment of, or required in connec-
tion with, new or newly acquired structures
or the expanded, remodeled, altered, modern-
ized or extended part of existing structures
(including trucks and other motor vehicles,
and tractors, cranes, and other machinery)
necessary for the proper utilization and oper-
ation of the facility after completion of the
project; and includes preliminary planning
to determine the economic and engineering
feasibility and the public health and safety
aspects of the project, the engineering, archi-
tectural, legal, fiscal, and economic investi-
gations and studles, and any surveys, designs,
plans, working drawings, specifications, and

other action necessary for the carrying out of

the project, and (C) the inspection and
supervision of the process of carrying out the
project to completion.

Research, demonstrations, training, and
other activities

Sec. 204. (a) The Secretary shall conduct,
and encourage, cooperate with, and render
financial and other assistance to appropri-
ate public (whether Federal, State, inter-
state, or local) authorities, agencies, and in-
stitutions, private agencles and institutions,
and individuals in the conduct of, and pro-
mote the coordination of, research, investi-
gations, experiments, training, demonstra-
tlons, surveys, and studies relating to the
operation and financing of solid-waste dis-
posal programs, the development and appli-
cation of new and improved methods of solid-
waste disposal (including devices and fa-
cilities therefor), and the reduction of the
amount of such waste and unsalvageable
waste materials,

(b) In carrying out the provisions of the
preceding subsection, the Secretary is au-
thorized to—

(1) collect and make available, through
publications and other appropriate means,
the results of, and other information per-
taining to, such research and other activities,
including appropriate recommendations in
connection therewith;

(2) cooperate with public and private
agencles, institutions, and tions,
and with any industries involved, in the
preparation and the conduct of such re-
search and other activities; and

(8) make grants-in-ald to public or pri-
vate agencles and institutions and to indi-
viduals for research, training projects, sur-
veys, and demonstrations (including con-
struction of facllities), and provide for the
conduct of research, training, surveys, and
demonstrations by contract with public or
private agencies and institutions and with
individuals; and such contracts for research
or demonstrations or both (including con-
tracts for construction) may be made in ac-
cordance with and subject to the limita-
tions provided with respect to research con-
tracts of the military departments in title
10, United States Code, section 2353, except
that the determination, approval, and cer-
tification required thereby shall be made by
the Secretary.

(c) Any grant, agreement, or contract
made or entered into under this section shall
contain provisions effective to insure that all
information, uses, processes, patents and
other developments resulting from any ac-
tivity undertaken pursuant to such grant,
agreement, or contract will be made readily
avallable on fair and equitable terms to in-
dustries utilizing methods of solid-waste dis-
posal and industries engaging in
devices, facilities, equipment, and supplies
to be used in connection with solid-waste
disposal.

(d) Notwithstanding any other provision
of this Act, the United States shall not
make any grant to pay more than two-
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thirds of the cost of construction of any
facility under this Act.

Interstate and interlocal cooperation

Sec. 205. The Secretary shall encourage
cooperative activities by the States and
local governments in connection with
solid-waste disposal programs; encourage,
where practicable, interstate, interlocal, and
regional planning for, and the conduct of,
interstate, interlocal, and regional solid-
waste disposal programs; and encourage the
enactment of improved and, so far as prac-
ticable, uniform State and local laws gov-
erning solid-waste disposal.

Grants for State and interstate planning

Sec, 206. (a) The Secretary may from
time to time, upon such terms and condi-
tions consistent with this section as he finds
appropriate to carry out the purposes of
this Act, make grants to State and inter-
state agencles of not to exceed 50 per
centum of the cost of making surveys of
solid-waste disposal practices and prob-
lems within the jurisdictional areas of such
States or agencies, and of developing solid-
waste disposal plans for such areas.

(b) In order to be eligible for a grant
under this section the State, or the inter-
state agency, must submit an application
therefor which—

(1) designates or establishes a single State
agency (which may be an interdepart-
mental agency) or, in the case of an inter-
state agency, such interstate agency, as the
sole agency for carrying out the purposes
of this section;

(2) indicates the manner in which pro-
vision will be made to assure full consid-
eration of all aspects of planning essential
to statewide planning (or in the case of
an Interstate agency jurisdictionwide
planning) for proper and effective solid-
waste disposal consistent with the protec-
tion of the public health, including such
factors as population growth, urban and
metropolitan development, land use plan-
ning, water pollution control, air pollution
control, and the feasibility of regional dis-
posal programs;

(3) sets forth its plans for expenditure
of such grant, which plans provide reason-
able assurance of carrying out the purposes
of this section;

(4) provides for submission of a final re-
port of the activities of the State or in-
terstate agency in carrying out the pur-
poses of this section, and for the submis-
slon of such other reports, in such form
and containing such information, as the
Secretary may from time to time find nec-
essary for carrying out the purposes of
this section and for keeping such records
and affording such access thereto as he
may find necessary to assure the correct-
ness and verification of such reports; and

(5) provides for such fiscal-control and
fund-accounting procedures as may be nec-
essary to assure proper disbursement of and
accounting for funds pald to the State or
interstate agency under this section.

(c) The Secretary shall make a grant un-
der this section only if he finds that there
is satisfactory assurance that the planning
of solid-waste disposal will be coordinated,
so far as practicable, with other related
State, Interstate, regional, and local plan-
ning activities, including those financed In
part with funds pursuant to section 701 of
the Housing Act of 1954.

Labor standards

SEc. 207. No grant for a project of con-
struction under this Act shall be made unless
the Secretary finds that the application
contains or is supported by reasonable as-
surance that all laborers and mechanics
employed by contractors or subcontractors
on projects of the type covered by the Davis-
Bacon Act, as amended (40 U.S8.C. 276a—
276a~5), will be paild wages at rates not less
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than those prevailing on similar work in
the locality as determined by the Secretary
of Labor in accordance with that Act; and
the Secretary of Labor shall have with re-
spect to the labor standards specified in this
section the authority and functions set forth
in Reorganization Plan Numbered 14 of
1950 (15 F.R. 3176; 5 U.S.C. 1332z-15) and
section 2 of the Act of June 13, 1934, as
amended (40 U.S.C, 276¢).
Other authority not affected

BSEc. 208. This Act shall not be construed
as superseding or limiting the authorities
and responsibilities, under any other provi-
slons of law, of the Secretary of Health,
Education, and Welfare, the Secretary of the
Interior, or any other Federal officer, depart-
ment, or agency.

Payments

Sec. 200. Payments of grants under this
Act may be made (after necessary adjust-
ment on account of previously made under-
payments or overpayments) in advance or
by way of relmbursement, and in such in-
stallments and on such conditions as the
Secretary may determine.

Appropriations

Sec. 210. (a) There is hereby authorized
to be appropriated to the Secretary of
Health, Education, and Welfare, to carry
out this Act, not to exceed $7,000,000 for the
fiscal year ending June 30, 1966, not to ex-
ceed $14,000,000 for the fiscal year ending
June 30, 1967, not to exceed $19,200,000 for
the fiscal year ending June 30, 1968, and not
to exceed $20,000,000 for the fiscal year end-
ing June 30, 1969.

(b) There is hereby authorized to be ap-
propriated to the Secretary of the Interior,
to carry out this Act, not to exceed $3,000,000
for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1966, not
to exceed 6,000,000 for the fiscal year end-
ing June 30, 1967, not to exceed $10,800,000
for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1968, and
not to exceed $12,500,000 for the flscal year
ending June 30, 1969.

Mr. HARRIS (interrupting the read-
ing of the bill). Mr. Chairman, title II,
which begins at page 32, line 11, and goes
through the remainder of the bill on
page 43, has to do with solid waste dis-
posal. We have thoroughly debated this
title and what is intended in all of its
provisions. Therefore, I ask unanimous
consent that the title be considered as
read, printed at this point in the Recorbp,
and open for amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Arkansas?

There was no objection.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. NELSEN

Mr. NELSEN. Mr. Chairman, I offer
an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. NeLsEn: Page
82, strike out line 11 and all that follows
down through and including line 6 on page
43.

Mr. NELSEN. Mr. Chairman, this
amendment bears out the wishes of the
minority as expressed in the minority
views on page 66 of the report. How-
ever, there was some mention by one
member of the group that there may
have been some basis for a more favor-
able report than indicated. I might
point out that in our minority views we
stated that we felt this particular por-
tion of the bill should have been sepa-

“rately considered; and, it was not logi-
cally a part of this legislation. We also
point out in our view that we felt this
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was primarily a function of local gov-
ernments and not the responsibility of
the Federal Government. Therefore,
Mr. Chairman, I have offered the
amendment in support of the minority
view and move its adoption.

Mr. . Mr. Chairman, I rise
in opposition to the amendment.

Mr. Chairman, I shall take only a few
minutes, in view of the extensive discus-
sion which we had on this question dur-
ing the general debate.

Mr. Chairman, I hope this amend-
ment will not prevail. I believe that
this Congress has the vision and the
courage to recognize the facts with
which we are faced in this country. I
do not believe that even those who are
opposed to this would question the need
and the desirability for a program of new
techniques and methods of disposing of
one-half billion pounds of refuse and
waste disposal that we have in this coun-
try every day.

Now, Mr. Chairman, if the members of
the Committee do not believe that adds
up to a sizable amount, just stop for 1
minute and think about it. Every day,
one-half billion pounds of garbage is
dumped on this country of ours.

Mr. Chairman, we have made it very
clear that there has been some very
fine work in this field by private com-
panies and the efforts of others.

There are examples to which we can
point, but as I stated in general debate,
over one-half of the cities in the United
States with populations of 2,500 or more
do not have a program to adequately dis-
pose of this material without there be-
ing a real health hazard to the people of
the areas.

Now, Mr. Chairman, are we going to
stick our heads in the sand? Are we go-
ing to close our eyes to this problem
when we know that the local communi-
ties and States are unable to combat and
meet the problem of developing new
techniques?

Mr. Chairman, if we do not have some
new method or way of meeting this prob-
lem, then 10 years from now, let me tell
you, my colleagues, we will be confronted
with a most serious situation.

Mr. Chairman, we are undertaking,
today, to provide a program to meet the
imperative need 10, 20, and even more
years in the future and not just today.

Mr, Chairman, I just believe that this
House of Representatives has the cour-
age and the foresight to look down the
road and to leave something to which our
own children will point with pride and
say, “I thank God for what my dad did
10 years ago or 20 years ago,” because
believe me, otherwise a serious problem is
going to be here.

Mr. Chairman, all we attempt to do
here is to set up a program through re-
search, studies, investigations, and
demonstrations to develop new methods
and techniques in this field.

There is no problem that faces us today
that is more imperative than that one.

I hope the pending amendment will be
defeated.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
support of the pending amendment.

I may say to the gentleman from
Arkansas [Mr. Harrisl, that I support
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this amendment for the reason that I
want to take a look down the road. I
want to take a look at the bill that is
coming out of the Committee on Public
Works with respect to so-called high-
way beautification, the elimination of
automobile junkyards, and that sort of
thing.

I notice in your report on page 7 that
that is one of the things you plan to go
into with this bill.

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. GROSS. I yield to the gentleman
from Arkansas.

Mr. HARRIS. I believe that is the
wrong construction. It is not our in-
tention to go into a program involving
automobile—I do not want to say “junk-
vard,” because the industry objects to
that term—but automobile disposal be-
longs to another committee.

Mr, GROSS. Let me read what you
say on page 7:

Solid wastes include a great varlety of
things that individuals, manufacturers, com-
mercial establishments, and communities
discard as no longer usable, such as garbage,
rubbish, ashes, street refuse, demolition
debris, construction refuse, abandoned

automobile hulks, old refrigerators, and
furniture.

It is clear that under this bill it is
planned to go into the business of elimi-
nating junkyards. ¥You go further, and
say:

Accumulations of litter, refuse, and Junk
cause fire hazards, contribute to accidents

and destroy the beauty of cities and the
countryside.

I repeat, a beautification bill is com-
ing from the Public Works Committee.
Why not dispense with this $90-million
provision of the present bill? We can
all agree on the necessity and the hope
that title I will provide clean air. I
sometimes wonder if we should not apply
it to the House of Representatives as well
as the countryside. But why not post-
pone this expensive phase of the bill
until we see how far they are going to
roam with the beautification bill coming
out of the Committee on Public Works.
On the basis of your report you are cer-
tainly getting into that field.

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. GROSS. Iyield to the gentleman
from Arkansas.

Mr. HARRIS. In the first place, we
have air conditioned the House Chamber
in an effort to meet the problem that
the gentleman refers to.

Mr. GROSS. I did not know it was
proposed to deal with air conditioning.
I thought it was a question of purifying
the air.

Mr. HARRIS. I will say again that
the gentleman and those who have seri-
ous objections, that we are not going to
get into the business of disposing of
these things. We leave that to the other
committee and other legislation. What
we are doing is providing a program for
the discovery of new methods and tech-
niques for the disposal of such waste dis-
posal. We do not get into the field of
actually setting up a program to dispose
of it.
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Mr. GROSS. Is the gentleman trying
to say that the Committee on Public
Works is going to bring a bill out, pro-
viding for spending a considerable
amount of money as I understand it,
without having discovered any tech-
niques for getting rid of junkyards?
Incidentally, I am informed that the
State of Texas leads all States in the
number of automobile junkyards.

Can it be possible the Public Works
Committee will bring a bill out here
without having gone into the necessary
techniques for the elimination of junk
yards?

Mr. HARRIS. In the first place, if
the gentleman will permit, I doubt very
seriously that our colleague from Texas
would admit that statement that the
gentleman just made is correct.

Mr. GROSS. I would not expect him
to and I would not want him to.

Mr. HARRIS. I think at least there
would be some argument about it. But
again, there we go. We get these health
hazards that develop from such things
as old refrigerators and things of that
kind that we do not know what to do
with except to take them off and dump
them in a hole somewhere. As a result,
some areas of the country are running
out of holes and we have to devise some
new means and methods of disposing of
such waste that create these health
hazards.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman has expired.

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
support of the amendment.

Mr. Chairman, as the chairman of the
legislative committee has said, we have
had some debate on this and indeed we
have. But the whole point is, as I have
tried to say in general debate, this mat-
ter has not been studied by the com-
mittee:

Section 202 of title IT was not in the bill
passed by the other body or in any House
bill. But it was suggested to the committee
by the Department of HEW after the com-
mittee hearings. -

I am reading from the minority report
which I assume is accurate. Certainly
this is a matter of great concern—$3 bil-
lion apparently is spent a year by our
local communities and private enterprises
in the disposal of this waste. This bill
would authorize $92 million on a re-
search program where there has not
been any coordination with other pro-
grams. It is very clear just from the
colloquy that went on between the gen-
tleman from Iowa and the chairman of
the committee that there is no coordina-
tion of this suggested program here and
of the programs that exist.

It is very true that we cannot expect'

the Committee on Interstate and Foreign
Commerce to coordinate programs that
are not within its jurisdiction, such as
the one I mentioned on the tax credit
approach through the Committee on
Ways and Means and the one which the
gentleman from Iowa mentioned that is
coming to us under the public works bill.
But I certainly would expect the execu-
tive department, the Department of
Health, Education, and Welfare, for ex-
ample, to have coordinated this program
with the other programs that exist in the
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executive department. This has not been
done.

The reason I support the amendment
is because I think this matter ought to
go back to the committee for hearings,
which hearings have not been held, to
find out what other programs there are
where it might need coordination. It is
only in this way that we can intelligently
spend, I suggest, $92 million over a period
of the next 4 years in research and de-
velopment. I, myself, would like to know
and have a better idea of the sums of
money presently being spent on research
and development in this area now by
both private enterprise and local and
State governments.

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. CURTIS. I yleld to the gentle-
man.

Mr. HARRIS. The gentleman has re-
ferred again to the fact that this provi-
sion was not included in the bill that
came from the other body.

Mr. CURTIS. Isimply say this is what
the minority views say and that has not
been contested so I assume it is so.

Mr. HARRIS. I should have referred
to this earlier. But notwithstanding
what is included in the minority views,
if the gentleman has a copy of the bill,
and will refer to page 11, showing where
the whole matter from the other body
was stricken out and a new hill was writ-
ten by the House, he will find that a
statement of purpose is included in sec-
tion 202 of the Senate passed bill.

It has to do with the same problem
that we include in section 202 of our bill,
which the gentleman will find on page
32.

We made other changes in title II.
The principal change that was made
from what was then in the Senate bill
was that the Senate bill provided that
our pollution control agencies of the
States should be in charge of waste dis-
posal research studies and surveys. We
feel that this problem ought to be at-
tacked by those who have the expertise
in the field of solid waste disposal instead
of the highly technical problem of air
pollution.

So, consequently our version of the bill
does not provide for this new program to
be carried out by the air pollution boards
of the States. We feel that it was a
justified change. After calling this mat-
ter to the attention of the Department
and the Administration, they agreed and
accepted that viewpoint. That is the rea-
son for the change.

Mr. CURTIS. I think there is great
merit to that change.

Yet I still come back to the basic point.
In looking at the hearings and listening
to the debate, I find that little evidence
has been developed and has been made
available to us as to what is being done
by local and State governments and pri-
vate enterprise in this area of solid waste
disposal.

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent that all debate on the
pending amendment close in 10 minutes.

The CHAIRMAN. Without objection,
it is so ordered.

Mr. JONAS. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike out the last word.
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I shall not take 5 minutes but asked
for this time in order not to interrupt
a speaker and to direct a question or
two to the chairman of the committee.

First, I fully support title I. I have
not made up my mind on the current
amendment, but would like to know why
it is necessary to authorize appropria-
tions 4 years in advance if the sole pur-
pose of title IT is to engage in research
in order to develop new techniques for
the disposal of solid waste. As I under-
stood the gentleman from Arkansas, the
purpose of that title is to do what I have
just said. There is no intention or pur-
pose in this title to participate in the
actual disposal of waste. That is a mat-
ter for the local communities, the cities,
and the municipalities concerned. The
intention is to limit the activity of the
Federal Government to the financing of
research in order to develop new tech-
niques.

Mr. HARRIS. And some demonstra-
tions.

Mr. JONAS. What if they come up
with a satisfactory new technique that
will solve this problem in a year? You
would not need to continue to spend
money on the program then.

Mr. HARRIS. If, within a year, there
is a breakthrough of great importance,
the Appropriations Committee and the
Congress would have no need to make
any further appropriation in that field.
The proposal is merely an authorization.
We would undertake the program on s
limited basis from year to year for a
period of 4 years. Only two-thirds of the
fund—approximately $60 million—would
be for that particular type of program.
The other one-third—approximately $30
million or thereabouts—would be appro-
priated to the Department of the Interior
during this time because, as the gentle-
man knows, as one travels throughout
this country, he sees certain areas of the
country which are filled with great holes
and all kinds of hazards which have de-
veloped. For example, in my own State
we have the bauxite area, which is a
most terrible looking thing.

We made it very clear that they were
not going to have programs of trying
to beautify all these areas. This is a
program to develop methods by which
industry can prevent such from happen-
ing in the future.

Mr. JONAS. It is not intended to be
related to the elimination of these
hazards?

Mr. HARRIS. It is intended to in-
clude research, studies and demonstra-
tions to develop techniques and methods
which will eliminate these hazards.

Mr. JONAS. How can we eliminate
sut‘:?h a hazard without filling the hole
up

Mr. HARRIS. That is one of the
problems we hope to solve. There will
be contracts the Secretary will enter into
with people who will be involved. Then
these methods would be applied.

Mr. JONAS. I understood the gen-
tleman from Arkansas to say that a sub-
stantial number of cities in the United
States—I do not recall the percentage—
do not have any effective plans for the
elimination of solid waste. I would as-
sume from that the other cities do have
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effective plans. I could not imagine the
great cities of New York, Chicago, Phil-
adelphia, and others I might name, not
having spent considerable time and effort
trying to develop new methods and tech-
niques for eliminating solid waste. Can
the gentleman tell me whether they have
been derelict in that?

Mr. HARRIS. I would not want to
say there has been dereliction. I believe
it has been a matter of capability, in
respect to all the gentleman mentioned.

Mr. JONAS. I could have named
others.

Mr. HARRIS. Yes. In the field of
disposal of waste, Milwaukee, Wis., has
established the kind of program that
would be desirable. That is an example
which should not be overlooked.

Mr. ROGERS of Texas. Mr. Chair-
man, I move to strike the requisite num-
ber of words.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Texas is recognized.

Mr. COLLIER. Mr. Chairman, a par-
liamentary inquiry.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will
state it.

Mr. COLLIER. Do I correctly under-
stand that an agreement has been en-
tered to limit debate to 10 minutes? I
presume there is at the desk the names
of Members who were on their feet at the
time the unanimous-consent request was
granted.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman was
standing. The Chair will recognize the
gentleman from Texas for 2. minutes.

Mr. JONAS. Mr. Chairman, a par-
liamentary inquiry.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will
state it.

Mr. JONAS. I believe I was recog-
nized by the Chair before the unanimous
consent was granted. I believe each of
the gentlemen now should be entitled to
5 minutes.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
makes a proper statement of the case.
The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Texas for 5 minutes, and will later
recognize the gentleman from Illinois
for 5 minutes.

Mr. ROGERS of Texas. Mr., Chair-
man, I want to say at this point that I
supported title I of this measure vig-
orously, as I have for many years. How-
ever, I feel there are some things which
should be said concerning title IT.

No one doubts that we need a program
in this country for the disposal of solid
waste. No one would deny that.

However, the manner in which this has
been approached is contrary to my views
as to how the program should be ap-
proached. In fhe first instance, we are
providing over $90 million for research
in this field. This is a problem that
has been faced by every city in the coun-
try large or small, Much work has been
done by private agencies and is being
done now. This $90 million ecan be
handed out to any Tom, Dick, or Harry
that might appeal to these departments
that are being handed these funds. I
object to that, and I do not think that
much money ought to be spent. To show
you the significance of it, for a period of
well over 10 years the program to desalt
water, which is one of the most impor-
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tant programs in the history of mankind,
has not spent more money than is pro-
posed here. And I call your attention to
the fact that this $90 million is only for a
period of 3 years.

The next thing I want to point out is
this: This bill is the authorization of
funds to be appropriated up to June
1969. I oppose this type of authoriza-
tion, because it takes away from the leg~
islative committee the right to go into
these matters further if they are not
being handled in a proper manner and in
a manner that the Congress wants them
to be handled in during the first year of
the program. We made this change in
the desalinization program so that these
departments downtown must not only
come back to our Committee on Appro-
priations, for which I have full respect,
but to the legislative committee which
has the power in the first instance. I
do not believe the best interest of the
taxpayer will be served by this proce-
dure.

For those reasons I expect to support
the amendment to strike out title II.

In my opinion this type of program
handled under this procedure is an open
invitation to corruption and scandal.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from Illinois [Mr.
Corrier] for 5 minutes.

Mr, COLLIER. Ithank the chairman.

I am delighted that the Chair recog-
nized the gentleman from Texas first,
because I rise to echo the sentiments he
has expressed, but I would add thereto
the fact that the colloquy earlier in this
debate today together with the debate on
the legislation on this floor yesterday
certainly makes it eminently clear to
me—and it should to every Member of
this House—that the manner in which
we have been scoop shoveling legislation
through this House this year is creating
a very serious problem with regard to
conflicts, overlap and duplication not
only within the sprawling agencies, com-
missions, and bureaus set up by the Con-
gress day in and day out. In fact simi-
lar conflicts and overlap of duties and
responsibilities have occurred in areas
that have been traditionally those of the
States and local governments.

If this Congress proceeds in the next
few months the way it has in the past 9
months, we will have to establish a new
agency in this Government just to co-
ordinate the programs and bureaus, be-
cause the left bureaucratic hand does not
know what the right bureaucratic hand is
doing any more. Then we may be faced
with the further problem of creating a
coordinating agency to coordinate the
coordinators. It is just getting that bad.

In conclusion, Mr. Chairman, I would
say that I think this body would act
wisely today to support the pending
amendment so that we can move on to
support title I of the bill, which I think,

t?:lf course, is necessary and good legisla-
on.

Mr. ROGERS of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. COLLIER. I will be delighted to
yield to my good friend from Florida.

Mr. ROGERS of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I would like to take issue with the
gentleman on the fact that title II is not
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needed. I think the chairman pointed
out very vividly the problem that exists
today of solid waste disposal which we
have. We have to face 500 million
pounds of solid waste disposal in this
country every day. In 15 years they esti-
mate this problem will triple, so it will
be 1.5 billion pounds every day. Now, all
that this title does, as has been pointed
out here, is to provide research funds to
try to find out how to solve the problem;
that is, not to get into the garbage busi-
ness and dispose of it but simply to find
some new knowledge as to what we can
do and, further, to find new knowledge
as to how this material can be reused and
money obtained from it, perhaps, to pay
more back into this country than we can
put into the research program which this
one section would allow.

Mr. Chairman, I would urge very
strongly the defeat of this amendment.

Mr. COLLIER. Mr. Chairman, I would
say that the gentleman from Florida has
merely reiterated what the distinguished
chairman has said. The question in-
volved here, it seems to me, is not neces-
sarily in recognizing the problem which

we face but in attempting to coordinate

many programs in the private sector as
well as in the areas of our educational
effort in this Government that are al-
ready working on similar programs or
programs akin to the one proposed in
title IT of this bill.

Mr. DOLE. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr, COLLIER. I yield fo the gentle-

man.
Mr. DOLE. I agree with the gentle-
man that we are all against waste, and
I think this is a good opportunity to dis-
pose of about $92 million of it by sup-
porting this amendment.

I thank the gentleman.

Mr, COLLIER. I thank the gentleman
for his contribution.

The CHAIRMAN, The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentleman
from Minnesota [Mr. NELSEN].

The question was taken; and on a di-
vision (demanded by Mr. NELSEN) there
were—ayes 29, noes 101.

So the amendment was rejected.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BEY MR, DADDARIO

Mr. DADDARIO. Mr. Chairman, I
offer an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. Dappario: Line
25, page 38, after the word “disposal.”, add
the following: “In carrying out the provi-
slons of this section, the Secretary and each
department, agency, and officer of the Fed-
eral Government having functions or dutles
under this Act shall make use of and adhere
to the Statement of Government Patent Pol-
icy which was promulgated by the President
in his memorandum of October 10, 1963.
(8 CFR, 1963 Supp., p. 238.)"

the gentleman yield?

Mr. DADDARIO. I yield to the chair-
man of the committee.

Mr. HARRIS. Mr, Chairman, I be-
lieve we can dispose of this amendment
very briefly. The gentleman proposes
an amendment to the committee amend-
ment in the bill that was worked out by
the committee primarily under the lead-
ership of the gentleman from California
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[Mr. Moss]. The gentleman from Con-
necticut will recall that when we had
S. 1588, the transportation research bill,
there was an amendment in that bill
similar to the amendment included in
this bill. The gentleman from Connect-
icut and I had a colloquy on it at that
time.

Here in the Senate-passed bill the so-
called Long amendment on patents was
included in the bill. Now, our commit-
tee struck out the so-called Long provi-
sion of the Senate-passed bill, and we
included the amendment that had been
worked out similar to the one contained
in S. 1588, the transportation research
bill, and it is included in this bill.

So, therefore, this will involve a pos-
sible conference between the House and
the other body as to a resolution of the
matter between the two provisions.

Mr. Chairman, in view of that, the
gentleman from Connecticut proposes
an amendment that would refer to the
Government patent policy promulgated
by the President in his memorandum of
October 10, 1963. In view of the fact
that it brings this limited provision
within the rule promulgated by that
memorandum, it seems to me that it
would be in keeping with the provision
that was intended.

Mr. Chairman, I have discussed the
matter with the gentleman from Cali-
fornia [Mr. Mossl in view of the fact
that he did take the major part in de-
veloping the amendment and it is satis-
factory to him. The gentleman from
California has indicated that he is will-
ing to accept the amendment of the gen-
tleman from Connecticut.

Therefore, Mr. Chairman, I am per-
fectly willing to accept the amendment.

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Chairman,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. DADDARIO. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Nebraska.

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. I would like to
agree with the chairman and say those
of us on the minority side also accept the
amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentleman
from Connecticut.

The amendment was agreed to.

The CHAIRMAN. The question now
is on the committee substitute.

The committee substitute was agreed
to.
The CHATRMAN. Under the rule, the
Committee rises.

Accordingly, the Committee rose; and
the Speaker having resumed the chair,
Mr. Froop, Chairman of the Committee
of the Whole House on the State of the
Union, reported that that Committee
having had under consideration the bill
(S. 306) to amend the Clean Air Act to
require standards for controlling the
emission of pollutants from gasoline-
powered or diesel-powered vehicles, to
establish a Federal Air Pollution Con-
trol Laboratory, and for other purposes,
pursuant to House Resolution 587, he re-
ported the bill back to the House with an
amendment adopted by the Committee of
the Whole.

The SPEAKER. Under the rule, the
previous question is ordered.
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The question is on the amendment.

The amendment was agreed to.

The SPEAKER. The question is on
the third reading of the bill.

The bill was ordered to be read a third
time, and was read the third time.

Mr. DEVINE. Mr. Speaker, I offer a
motion to recommit.

The SPEAKER. Is the gentleman op-
posed to the bill?

Mr. DEVINE. I am, in its present
form, Mr. Speaker.

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report
the motion to recommit.

The Clerk read as follows:

Mr. DEvINE moves to recommit the bill to
the Committee on Interstate and Foreign
Commerce with instructions to report it back
forthwith with an amendment as follows:
Page 32, strike out line 11 and all that fol-
lows down through and including line 6 on
page 43.

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. Speaker, I move
the previous question on the motion to
recommit.

The previous question was ordered.

The SPEAKER. The question is on
the motion to recommit.

The question was taken.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, I object to
the vote on the ground that a quorum is
not present, and make the point of order
that a quorum is not present.

The SPEAKER. Evidently a quorum
is not present.

The Doorkeeper will close the doors,
the Sergeant at Arms will notify absent
Members, and the Clerk will call the roll.

The question was taken; and there
were—yeas 80, nays 220, not voting 132,
as follows:

[Roll No. 324]
YEAS—80

Abernethy Duncan, Tenn. Martin, Nebr,
Andrews, Erlenborn May

N. Dak. Findley Michel
Arends Pisher
Ashbrook Ford, Gerald R. Mize
Ayres Fountain Nelsen
Bates Griffin O'Eonskl
Battin Gross Pickle
Belcher Gurney Poage
Berry Haley Poft
Bow Hansen, Idaho FPool
Broyhill, N.C. Harcsha 11
Buchanan Harvey, Ind. ule
Cabell Harvey, Mich. Reld, Ill.
Casey Hutchinson ifel
Chamberlain Jonas Roblson
Collier Jones, Mo. 5
Conable Eelth Roudebush
Cooley Eunkel Rumsfeld
Cramer Laird Batterfleld
Curtin Schneebeli
Curtis Lennon Selden
Davis, Wis. MecClory Skubitz
Derwinski McCulloch Thomson, Wis.
Devine Mahon Watkins
Dickinson Marsh Watson
Dole Martin, Mass. Williams

NAYS—220

Albert Burleson Cunningham
Anderson, Burton, Calif. Daddario

Tenn. Byrne, Pa Dague
Annunzio Byrnes, Wis, Davis, Ga.
Ashley de la Garza
Ashmore Callan Delaney
Baring Cameron Denton

e Ced ID)ownlns
erherg

Bell Chelf Dwyer
Bennett Clancy Edmondson
Bingham Cleveland Evans, Colo.
Blatnik Clevenger Farbsteln
Boland Cohelan Fascell
Brooks Conte Felghan
Brown, Conyers Flood
Broyhill, Va.  Craley
Burke Culver Foley
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Ford, McDowell Rooney, Pa.
William D. McFall Rosenthal
Fraser MecGrath Rostenkowskl
Friedel McMillan Roush
Fulton, Pa McVicker Roybal
Fulton, Tenn., Macdonald Ryan
Fuqua MacGregor St Germaln
Gallagher Machen 8t. Onge
Garmatz Mackay Baylor
Gathings Mackie Scheuer
Gettys Ma Schisler
Giaimo Matthews Schwelker
Gibbons Secrest
Miller Sickles
Green, Oreg. Mills Sisk
Green, Pa Minish Slack
Greigg Mink Smith, Iowa
Grider Moore Smith, N.Y
Griffiths Moorhead Smith, Va
Grover Stafford
Hagan, Ga, Morris Staggers
Hagen, Calif. Steed
Halpern Mosher Stephens
Hamilton Moss Stratton
Hanley Multer Stubblefleld
Hanna Murphy, Ill. Sullivan
Hardy Murphy, N.¥, Taylor
Harris Murray Teague, Tex.
Hathaway Natcher Tenzer
Hawkins Nedzl Thompson, N.J.
Hechler O'Hara, Mich. Todd
Helstoski Olsen, Mont Trimble
Horton O'Neal, Ga, Tunney
Hull Ottinger Tupper
Hungate ten
Huot Patman Ullman
Ichord Patten Van Deerlin
Irwin Pelly Vanik
Jacobs Pepper Vigorito
Jarman Vivian
v Baw el
owe! alker, N.
Johnson, Pa Price atts
Earsten Pucinski Weltner
Earth Whalley
Eastenmeler Randall White, Idaho
Eelly White, Tex
King, Calif, Reid, N.Y. Whitener
King, N.¥Y. Reuss Widnall
King, Utah Rhodes, Pa. Wilson,
Eornegay Rivers, Alaska Charles H.
Erebs Rodino Wolft
Leggett Rogers, Colo Wright
Long, Md Rogers, Young
Love Ronan Zablockl
MecCarthy Roncallo
McDade Rooney, N.Y.
NOT VOTING—132
Abbitt Ellsworth Moeller
Everett Monagan
Evins, Tenn. Morrison
Addabbo Fallon Morton
Anderson, Ill. Farnsley Nix
WS, Farnum O’Brien
George W.  Fino O'Hara, Ill.
Flynt Olson, Minn
Glenn Frelinghuysen O'Neill, Mass.
Gilbert Philbin
Baldwin i Pirnie
Qulillen
Betts Grabowski Reinecke
Boggs Gray Resnick
Bolling Gubser Rhodes, Ariz,
Bolton Hall Rivers, 8.C.
Bonner Halleck Roberts
Brademas Hansen, Iowa Roosevelt
Bray Hansen, Wash. Schmidha
Brock Hays Scott
Hébert Senner
Burton, Utah Henderson Shipley
Callaway Herlong Shriver
CW Hicks Sikes
Holifield Smith, Calif.
Clark Holland Sprin
Clausen, Hosmer Stalbaum
Don H. Howard Stanton
Clawson, Del  Johnson, Calif, Sweeney
Colmer Johnson, Okla. Talcott
Corbett Jones, Ala, Teague, Callf,
Dani = E:gh Thompson
els s T
Dawson Eimn % =
Dent uczynski k
Diggs Landrum Udall
Donchue Latta Utt
Lindsay Walker, Miss.,
Dow Lipscomb ‘Whitten
Dowdy Long, La. Willis
Ba et Madmdem gﬂa::x Bob
ncan, . n yai
Mailliard Wydler
Edwards, Ala. Martin, Ala, Yates
Edwards, Callf. Mathlas Younger
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So the motion to recommit was re-
jected.

The Clerk announced the following
pairs:

Keogh with Mr. Fino.
O'Neill of Massachusetts with Mr. Cor-

Kirwan with Mr. Halleck.
. Gilligan with Mr, Stanton.
Addabbo with Mr. Broomfield.
Gllbert with Mr. Lindsay.
Morrison with Mr. Callaway.
Madden with Mr. Burton of Utah.
Mr, Long of Louisiana with Mr. Martin of
Alabama.
Mr. Howard with Mr. Mailliard.
Mr. Hicks with Mr. Goodell.
Mr. Hébert with Mr, McEwen.
Mr. Senner with Mr. Hall,
Mr. Sikes with Mr. Edwards of Alabama.

T

Mr. Daniels with Mr. Bray.
Mr. Dent with Mr. Andrews of North
Dakota.
Mr. Dorn with Mr. Walker of Mississippi.
Mr. Evins of Tennessee with Mr, Brock.
Mr, Fallon with Mr. Mathias.
Mr. Monagan with Mrs. Bolton.
Mr. Moeller with Mr. Del Clawson.
Yates with Mr. Adair.
Whitten with Mr. Betts.
Toll with Mr. Shriver.
Gray with Mr. Anderson of Illinois.
Colmer with Mr. Quillen.
Corman with Mr. Relnecke.
Aspinall with Mr. Wyatt.
Bandstra with Talcott.
George W. Andrews with Mr. Younger.
Johnson of California with Mr. Bob
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. Holifleld with Mr. Teague of Califor-

Hays with Mr. Pirnile.
Kee with Mr. Ellsworth.
Boggs with Mr. Smith of California.
Adams with Mr. Wydler.
Bonner with Mr. Baldwin.
Brademas with Mr. Latta.
Celler with Mr, Gubser.
Stalbaum with Mr, Rhodes of Arizona.
Carey with Mr. Hosmer.
Roosevelt with Mr. Frelinghuysen.
Clark with Mr. Lipscomb.
Dulski with Mr, Utt.
Dow with Mr, Springer.
O’'Hara of Illinols with Mr, Nix.
Mr. O'Brien with Mr. Edwards of Cali-
fornia.
Mr. Dyal with Mr. Donohue.
Mr. Kluczynski with Mr. Schmidhauser.
Mr. Scott with Mr. Udall.
Mr. Thomas with Mr, Tuck.
Mr. Willis with Mr. Duncan of Oregon.
Mr. Thompson of Texas with Mr. Farnum,
Mr. Flynt with Mr. Grabowski.
Mr. Farnsley with Mr. Hansen of Iowa.
Mr. Rivers of South Carolina with Mrs.
Hansen of Washington.
Mr. Dawson with Mr. Resnick.
Mr. Roberts with Mr. Abbitt.
Mr. Olson of Minnesota with Mr. Diggs.
Mr. Landrum with Mr. Herlong.
Mr. Henderson with Mr. Jones of Alabama.
Mr. Philbin with Mr, Everett.

Mr. McFALL, Mr. BYRNES of Wis-
consin, and Mr. REID of New York
changed their vote from *“‘yea” to “nay."”

Mr. COOLEY, Mr. FOUNTAIN, Mr.
CHAMBERLAIN, Mr. CABELL, and Mr.
DUNCAN of Tennessee changed their
vote from “nay” to “yea.”

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

The doors were opened.

The SPEAKER. The question is on
passage of the bill.

XEEEEEEEEEEEREE
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Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Mr. Speaker,
on that I ask for the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The question was taken; and there
were—yeas 294, nays 4, answered “pres-
ent” 1, not voting 133, as follows:

[Roll No. 325]
YEAS—294

Abernethy Gettys Moss
Albert Giaimo Multer
Anderson, Glbbons Murphy, Il

Tenn. Gonzalez Murphy, N.¥.
Andrews, Green, Oreg. Murray

N. Dak. Green, Pa. Natcher
Annunzio Greigg Nedzl
Arends Grider Nelsen
Ashbrook Griffin O’Hara, Mich.
Ashley Griffiths Konskl
Ashmore Gross Olsen, Mont.
Ayres Grover O'Neal, Ga.
Baring Gurney Ottinger
Barrett Hagan, Ga. Passman
Bates Haley tman
Battin Halpern Patten
Beckworth Hamilton Pelly
Belcher Hanley Pepper

1 Hanna Perkins

Bennett Hansen, Idaho Pickle
Berry Hardy Pike
Bingham Harris Poft
Blatnik Harsha Pool
Boland Harvey, Ind Powell
Bow Harvey, Mich. Price
Brooks Hathaway Pucinski
Brown, Calif Hawkins Quie
Broyhill, N.C. Hechler Race
Broyhill, Va Helstoskl Randall
Bue Horton
Burke Hull Reid, Il
Burleson Hungate Reid, N.Y,
Burton, Calif. Huot Reifel
Byrne, Pa. Hutchinson Reuss
Byrnes, Wis. Ichord Rhodes, Pa.
Cabell Irwin Rivers, Alaska
Cahill Jacobs Robison
Callan Jarman Rodino
Cameron Jennings Rogers, Colo.
Carter Joelson Rogers, Fla.
Casey Johnson, Pa Rogers, Tex.
Cederberg Jonas Ronan
Chamberlaln Jones, Mo Roncalio
Chelf Karsten Rooney, N.Y.
Clancy Karth Rooney, Pa.
Cleveland EKastenmeler Rosenthal
Clevenger Eeith Rostenkowskl
Cohelan Kelly Roudebush
Collier King, Calif. Roush
Conable King, N.Y Roybal
Conte King, Utah Rumsfeld
Conyers Eornegay Ryan
Cooley Krebs Satterfleld
Craley Kunkel 8t Germain
Cramer rd St. Onge
Culver Langen Baylor
Cunni Leggett Scheuer
Curtin Lennon Schisler
Curtis Long, Md Schneebell
Daddario Love Schweiker
Dague McC: Secrest
Davis, Ga. McClory Selden
Davis, Wis. McCulloch Sickles
de la Garza McDade Bisk
Delaney McDowell Skubitz
Denton McFall Slack
Derwinsl McGrath Smith, Iowa
Dickinson McMillan Bmith, N.Y,
Dingell McVicker Smith, Va.
Downing Macdonald Stafford
Duncan, Tenn. MacCGregor Btaggers
Dwyer Machen Bteed
Eimondson Mackay SBtratton
Erlenborn Mackie Stubblefield
Evans, Colo. Mahon Sullivan
Evins, Tenn. Mursh Taylor
Farbstein Martin, Mass, Teague, Tex.
Fascell Martin, Nebr. Tenzer
Feighan Matsunaga Thompson, N.J.
Fisher Matthews Thomson, Wis.
Flood May Todd
Fogarty Mezeds Trimble
Fole Michel Tunney
Ford, Gerald R. Miller Tupper
Ford, Mills Tuten

William D. Minish Ullman
Fountaln Mink Van Deerlin
Fraser Minshall Vanik
Priedel Mize Vigorito
Fulton, Pa. Mboore Vivian
Fulton, Tenn. Moorhead Waggonner
Fuqua Morgan ‘Walker, N, Mex,
Gallagher Morris ‘Watkins
Garmatz Morse Watson
Gathings Mosher Watts
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Weltner Widnall Wright
‘Whalley Williams Young
White, Idaho  Wilson, Zablocki
White, Tex. Charles H.
Whitener Wolff
NAYS—4
Dole Poage Purcell
Findley
ANSWERED “PRESENT"—1
Devine
NOT VOTING—133
Abbitt Everett Morrison
Adair Fallon Morton
Adams Farnsley Nix
Addabbo Farnum O'Brien
Anderson, IIl. Fino O’Hara, I11.
Andrews, Flynt Olson, Minn,
George W. Frelinghuysen O'Neill, Mass.
Andrews, Gilbert Philbin
Glenn Gilligan Pirnie
Aspinall Goodell Quillen
Baldwin Grabowsi Relnecke
Bandstra Gray Resnick
Betts Gubser Rhodes, Ariz.
Boggs Hagen, Calif. Rivers, 8.C.
Bolling Hall Roberts
Bolton Halleck Roosevelt
Bonner Hansen, Iowa Schmidhauser
Brademas Hansen, Wash. Scott
Bray Hays Senner
Brock Hébert Shipley
Broomfield Henderson Shriver
Burton, Utah Herlong Sikes
Callaway Hicks Smith, Calif.
Carey Holifield Springer
Celler Holland Stalbaum
Clark Hosmer Stanton
Clausen, Howard Stephens
Don H. Johnson, Callf. Sweeney
Clawson, Del Johnson, Ola. Talcott
Colmer Jones, Ala, Teague, Calif.
Corbett Eee Thomas
Corman Keogh Thompson, Tex.
Daniels Kirwan Toll
Dawson Kluczynski Tuck
Dent Landrum Udall
Diggs Latta Utt
Donohue Lindsay Walker, Miss,
Dorn Lipscomb Whitten
Dow Long, La. Willis
Dowdy McEwen Wilson, Bob
Dulski Madden Wyatt
Duncan, Oreg. Malilliard Wydler
Dyal Martin, Ala. Yates
Edwards, Ala. Mathias Younger
Edwards, Calif. Moeller
Ellsworth Monagan
So the bill was passed.
The Clerk announced the following
rs:
On this vote:
Mr. Mathias for, with Mr. Devine against.
Until further notice:

Mr, Eeogh with Mr. Fino.

Mr. O'Neill of Massachusetts with Mr. Cor-
bett.

Mr. Kirwan with Mr. Halleck.

Mr. Gilligan with Mr. Stanton.

Mr, Addabbo with Mr, Broomfield.

Mr, Gilbert with Mr. Lindsay.

Mr. Morrison with Mr. Callaway.

Mr, Madden with Mr, Burton of Utah.

Mr. Long of Louisiana with Mr. Martin of
Alabama.
. Howard with Mr. Mailliard.
. Hicks with Mr. Goodell.
Mr. Hébert with Mr. McEwen.
Mr, Senner with Mr, Hall.
Mr, Sikes with Mr, Edwards of Alabama,
Shipley with Mr. Don H. Clausen.
Sweeney with Mr. Morton.
Daniels with Mr. Bray.
Dent with Mr, Hagan of California,
Dorn with Mr, Walker of Mississippl.
Stephens with Mr, Brock.
Fallon with Mr. Johnson of Oklahoma.
Monagan with Mrs. Bolton,
Moeller with Mr. Del Clawson,
Yates with Mr, Adair.
Whitten with Mr. Betts.
Toll with Mr, Shriver.
Gray with Mr. Anderson of Illinois.
Colmer with Mr. Quillen.
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Mr. Corman with Mr. Reinecke.

Mr, Aspinall with Mr. Wyatt.

Mr. Bandstra with Mr. Talcott.

Mr. George W. Andrews with Mr. Younger.
Mr. Johnson of California with Mr., Bob

Mr, Hays with Mr. Pirnie.
Mr. Kee with Mr, Ellsworth.
. Boggs with Mr. Smith of California.
. Adams with Mr. Wydler.
Bonner with Mr. Baldwin.
Brademas with Mr. Latta.
Celler with Mr. Gubser.
Stalbaum with Mr. Rhodes of Arizona.
Carey with Mr. Hosmer,
Roosevelt with Mr. Frelinghuysen.
Clark with Mr. Lipscomb.
Dulski with Mr. Utt.
Dow with Mr. Springer.
O’'Hara of Illinols with Mr. Nix.
O'Brien with Mr. Edwards of Cali-
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Mr, Dyal with Mr. Donohue.
Mr. Klu with Mr. Schmidhauser.
Mr. Scott with Mr. Udall.
Mr. Thomas with Mr. Tuck.
Mr. Willis with Mr. Dunecan of Oregon.
Mr. Thompson of Texas with Mr. Farnum.
Mr, Flynt with Mr. Grabowski.
Mr. Farnsley with Mr. Hansen of Iowa.
Mr. Rivers of South Carolina with Mrs.
Hansen of Washington.
Mr. Dawson with Mr. Resnick.
Mr. Roberts with Mr. Abbitt.
Mr. Olsen of Minnesota with Mr. Diggs.
Mr. Landrum with Mr. Herlong.
Mr. Henderson with Mr. Jones of Alabama.
Mr. Philbin with Mr. Everett.

Mr. DEVINE. Mr. Speaker, I have a
live pair with the gentleman from Mary-
land [Mr. MatHIAS]., If he had been
present, he would have voted “yea.” I
voted “nay.” I withdraw my vote and
vote ‘“‘present.”

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

The title was amended so as to read:
“An Act to amend the Clean Air Act to
require standards for controlling the
emission of pollutants from certain
motor vehicles, to authorize a research
and development program with respect
to solid-waste disposal, and for other
purposes.”

A motion to reconsider was laid on the
table.

FURTHER MESSAGE FROM THE
SENATE

A further message from the Senate
by Mr. Arrington, one of its clerks, an-
nounced that the Senate agrees to the
report of the commitiee of conference
on the disagreeing votes of the two
Houses on the amendments of the Sen-
ate to the bill (H.R. 8283) entitled “An
act to expand the war on poverty and
enhance the effectiveness of programs
under the Economic Opportunity Act of
1964.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
who may desire to do so may have 5 leg-
islative days in which to extend their
remarks in the REecorp and to include
extraneous matter, on the bill S. 306, at
the appropriate place.
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The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Ar-
kansas?

There was no objection.

CONTINUING APPROPRIATIONS,
1966

Mr. MAHON. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that it may be in
order any day next week to consider a
House joint resolution making continu-
ing appropriations.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Texas?

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, reserving
the right to object, somewhere along the
line this evening—late afternoon or early
evening—I wanted to propound a ques-
tion to someone as to whether there is
any thought of ever adjourning this ses-
sion of Congress. Since the gentleman
asked for another 30-day extension, I am
beginning to wonder whether we are
ever going to get out of this place. In
the course of arranging for this, does
the gentleman have any idea as to
whether we are ever going to see a sine
die adjournment?

Mr. BOW. Mr. Speaker, will the gen-
tleman yield?

Mr. GROSS. I yield to the gentleman
from Ohio.

Mr. BOW. I believe, in respect to the
request the gentleman has made, there is
no limitation set. That is a matter
which the committee will determine. I
am hoping it will not be a 30-day con-
tinuation.

Mr. MAHON. I would say that the
only regular appropriation bills remain-
ing for final consideration by the Con-
gress are as follows:

The agriculture appropriation bill.
That has been in conference now for
many weeks. There has been some diffi-
culty in coming to agreement.

The foreign assistance appropriation
bill, which passed the other body yester-
day. That was delayed because there
was no authorization for some time.

Mr. GROSS. If we never get that it
will be too soon, I say to the gentleman.

Mr. MAHON. Then there is the public
works appropriation bill, which will
probably be disposed of next week. We
hope so. There is some authorization
there that has been pending for some
time.

I hope we are moving rapidly toward
3djournment. as I know the gentleman

0€es.

Mr. THOMPSON of New Jersey. Mr.
Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. GROSS. I yield to the gentleman
from New Jersey.

Mr. THOMPSON of New Jersey. I
hope the public works bill will include
the gentleman'’s project for his State and
his district. Iunderstand thereiseven a
possible platform there for belly dancers.

Mr. GROSS. I have not researched
the records, but I suspect that the State
of New Jersey and the gentleman’s dis-
trict probably have gotten more money
by accident than the distriet of the gen-
tleman from Iowa will ever get on pur-
pose.
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Mr. THOMPSON of New Jersey. If
the gentleman will yield, not only by
accident but by design, and I hope on a
continuous basis, and with my support,
always. .

Mr. GROSS. The gentleman knows
that only a few days ago the House saw
fit to approve, in behalf of the gentleman,
$21 million a year for 3 years for cul-
ture.

Mr. THOMPSON of New Jersey.
That is only the beginning.

Mr. GROSS. God knows what else; I
do not.

Mr. THOMPSON of New Jersey. Itis
only the beginning. We are going to
keep an eye on the gentleman’s project.

Mr. GROSS. I hope the gentleman

will.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the genfleman from
Texas?

There was no objection.

CONSOLIDATE JUDICIAL DISTRICTS
OF SOUTH CAROLINA

Mr. ASHMORE. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent for the immediate
consideration of the bill (S, 1620) to
consolidate the two judicial districts of
the State of South Carolina into a single
judicial district and to make suitable
transitional provisions with respect
thereto.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from South
Carolina?

There being no objection, the Clerk
read the bill as follows:

S. 1620

Be it enacted by the Senate and the House
of Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That (a)
section 121 of title 28 of the United States
Code 1s amended to read as follows:

“§ 121. South Carolina

“South . Carolina constitutes one judicial
district comprising ten divisions.

“(1) The Charleston Division comprises
the counties of Beaufort, Berkeley, Charles-
ton, Clarendon, Colleton, Dorchester, George=-
town, and Jasper.

“Court for the Charleston Division shall
be held at Charleston.

*(2) The Columbia Division comprises the
counties of Eershaw, Lee, Lexington, Rich-
land, and Sumter.

“Court for the Columbia Division shall be
held at Columbia.

“(8) The Florence Division comprises the
counties of Chesterfield, Darlington, Dillon,
Florence, Horry, Marion, Marlboro, and Wil-
liamsburg.

“Court for the Florence Division shall be
held at Florence.

“(4) The Alken Division comprises the
counties of Aiken, Allendale, Barnwell, and
Hampton.

“Court for the Aiken Division shall be held
at Alken.

“{6) The Orangeburg Division comprises

the counties of Bamberg, Calhoun, and
Orangeburg.

“Court for the Orangeburg Division shall
be held at Orangeburg.

“(6) The Greenville Division comprises
the counties of Greenville and Laurens.

“Court for the Greenville Division shall be
held at Greenville,

“(7) The Rock Hill Division comprises the
counties of Chester, Fairfield, Lancaster, and
York.
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“Court for the Rock Hill Division shall be
held at Rock Hill.

“(8) The Greenwood Division comprises
the counties of Abbeville, Edgefield, Green-
wood, McCormick, Newberry, and Saluda.

“Court for the Greenwood Division shall be
held at Greenwood.

“(9) The Anderson Division comprises the
counties of Anderson, Oconee, and Pickens,

“Court for the Anderson Division shall be
held at Anderson.

“(10) The Spartanburg Division comprises
the counties of Cherokee, Spartanburg, and
Union.

“Court for the Spartanburg Division shall
be held at Spartanburg.”

(b) The existing district judgeships for
the Eastern District of South Carolina, the
Western District of South Carolina, and the
Eastern and Westerr Districts of South Car-
olina heretofore provided for by section 133
of title 28 of the United States Code shall
hereafter be district judgeships for the Dis-
trict of South Carolina and the present in-
cumbents of such judgeships shall hence-
forth hold their offices under section 1383, as
amended by this Act.

(¢) In order that the table contained in
section 133 of title 28 of the United States
Code will reflect the change made by this
section in the number of districts in the
State of South Carolina, such table is
amended by striking out the following:

“South Carolina:
Eastern 1
Western 1
Eastern and Western v e ceaccaeean a»

and inserting in lieu thereof the following:
“South Carolina. 4",

Sec. 2, In compliance with section 182 of
title 28 of the United States Code the Dis-
triet Court for the Eastern and Western Dis-
tricts of South Carolina are hereby consoli-
dated Into, and shall henceforth constitute,
a single District Court for the District of
South Carolina. No loss or interruption of
the jurisdiction of the consolidated District
Court for the District of South Carolina over
cases and controversies heretofore decided
by or now pending in the District Courts
for the Eastern and Western Districts of
South Carolina shall result from such con-
solidation. The District Court for the Dis-
triet of South Carolina shall appoint a clerk
who shall supersede the clerks of the Dis-
trict Courts for the Eastern and Western
Districts of South Carolina and who shall
maintain his office at Columbia until the
court otherwise directs pursuant to sections
457 and 751(c) of title 28 of the United
States Code. The presently existing records
of the District Court for the Eastern and
Western Districts of South Carolina shall
be placed in his custody.

Sgc. 3. When the term of office of either
the United States attorney for the Eastern
District of South Carolina or the United
States attorney for the Western District of
South Carolina, holding office on the date of
enactment of this Act, has expired, the Presi-
dent is authorized to appoint a United States
attorney for the District of South Carolina
as provided by section 501 of title 28 of the
United States Code. Until the United States
attorney for the District of South Carolina
has been appointed as herein authorized and
has qualified, the United States attorney for
the Eastern District of South Carolina hold-
ing office on the date of enactment of this
Act shall continue to serve as a United States
attorney and to perform the duties of such
office in the Charleston, Columbia, Orange-
burg, Florence, and Alken divisions of the
District of South Carolina, and the United
States attorney for the Western District of
South Carolina holding office on the date of
enactment of this Act shall continue to
serve as a United States attorney and to
perform the duties of such office in the
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Greenville, Rock Hill, Greenwood, Spartan-
burg, and Anderson divislons of the District
of South Carolina. In the event a vacancy,
other than a vacancy resulting from expira-
tlon of term, arises in either of such offices
prior to the appointment as herein author-
ized and qualification, of a United States
attorney for the District of South Carolina
the incumbent of the other such office shall
also perform the duties of the office in which
the vacancy occurs until such appointment
and qualification.

Sec. 4. When the term of office of either
the United States marshal for the Eastern
District of South Carclina or the United
States marshal for the Western District of
South Carolina, holding office on the date of
enactment of this Act, has expired, the
President is authorized to appoint a United
States marshal for the Distriet of South
Carolinag as provided by section b541(a) of
title 28 of the United States Code. Until the
United States marshal for the District of
South Caroclina has been appointed as here-
in authorized and has gqualified, the United
States marshal for the Eastern District of
South Carolina holding office on the date of
enactment of this Act shall continue to
serve as a Unlted States marshal and to
perform the duties of such office Iin the
Charleston, Columbia, Orangeburg, Florence,
and Aiken divisions of the District of South
Carolina, and the United States marshal for
the Western District of South Carolina hold-
ing office on the date of enactment of this
Act shall continue to serve as a United States
marshal and to perform the duties of such
office in the Greenville, Rock Hill, Green-
wood, Spartanburg, and Anderson divisions
of the District of South Carolina. In the
event a vacancy, other than a vacancy result-
ing from expiration of term, arises in either
of such offices prior to the appointment as
herein authorized and qualification of a
United States marshal for the District of
South Carolina the incumbent of the other
such office shall also perform the duties of
the office in which the vacancy occurs until
such appointment and qualification.

SEec. b. All deputy clerks, clerical assistants,
and other employees of the clerks, all court
reporters, all probation officers and their
clerical assistants, all referees in bankruptcy
and their clerical assistants, all United States
commissioners and all other presently serv-
ing officers and employees of the United
States District Courts for the Eastern and
Western Districts of South Carolina shall
henceforth be officers or employees, as the
case may be, of the United States District
Court for the District of South Carolina and
shall hold their offices or employment under
and perform their duties for that court.
All presently serving assistant United States
attorneys and clerical assistants of the
United States attorneys and =all presently
serving deputy marshals and clerical assist-
ants of the United States marshals appointed
for the Eastern or Western District of South
Carolina shall henceforth hold their offices
or employment for the District of South
Carolina.

With the following committee amend-
ments:

Page 4, line 15, delete the period and in-
sert: “and prosecutions for offenses com-
mitted within the Eastern and Western Dis-
tricts of South Carolina prior to the effective
date of this Act shall be commenced and
proceeded with the same as if such consoll-
dation had not occurred. For the purpose
of the trial of such offenses, the District
Courts for the Eastern and Western Districts
of South Carolina are continued in existence
and the judges of the District Court for the
District of South Carolina shall sit as judges
in such courts according to assignment made
by the chief judge of the United States Dis-
trict Court for the District of South Carolina
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or the chief judge of the United States Court
of Appeals for the Fourth Circuit.”

Page 8, after line 4, insert:

“Sec. 6. The provisions of this Act shall
become effective the first day of the month
following the date of enactment of this Act.”

The committee amendments were
agreed to.

The bill as amended was ordered to be
read a third time, was read the third
time and passed, and a motion to recon-
sider was laid on the table.

AUTHORIZING THE CONSTRUCTION,
ETC., OF CERTAIN PUBLIC WORKS
ON RIVERS AND HARBORS

Mr. EDMONDSON. Mr. Speaker, 1
ask unanimous consent to take from the
Speaker’s table the bill (S. 2300) author-
izing the construction, repair, and pres-
ervation of certain public works on
rivers and harbors for navigation, flood
control, and for other purposes, with
House amendments, insist on the House
amendments, and agree to the confer-
ence requested by the Senate.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Okla-
homa? The Chair hears none and ap-
points the following conferees: Messrs.
FaLroN, Brarwik, Jones of Alabama,
EpmonNpsoN, WRIGHT, CRAMER, BALDWIN,
and HARSHA.

LEGISLATIVE PROGRAM FOR WEEK
OF SEPTEMBER 27

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Mr. Speak-
er, I ask unanimous consent to address
the house for 1 minute.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Michigan?

There was no objection.

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Mr. Speak-
er, I ask for this time for the purpose of
inquiring of the distinguished majority
leader as to the program for next week.

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, will the
distinguished gentleman yield to me?

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. 1yield tothe
gentleman from Oklahoma.

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, in re-
sponse to the inquiry of the minority
leader, we have finished the program for
this week, and it will be our purpose to
ask to go over to Monday after the an-
nouncement of the program for next
week, which is as follows:

House Resolution 515, providing for
the consideration of the bill (H.R. 4644)
to provide an elected mayor, city couneil,
and nonvoting Delegate to the House of
Representatives for the Distriet of Co-
lumbia, and for other purposes.

H.R. 3142: Medical Library Assistance
Act of 1965, with an open rule and 2 houre
of debate.

H.R. 10281: Government Employees
Salary Comparability Act. An open rule
and 4 hours of debate.

S. 2084: Highway Beautification Act of
1965.

H.R. 11135: Sugar Act Amendments
of 1965.

We do not yet have rules on either of
these bills, but rules are expected next
week.
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House Joint Resolution 642: Library of
Congress James Madison Memorial
Building. An open rule with 1 hour of
debate.

H.R. 6519: Amending the act of May
17, 1954, as amended, providing for the
construction of the Jefferson National
Expansion Memorial at the site of old
St. Louis, Mo., and for other purposes,
with an open rule and 1 hour of debate.

Of course, this is made subject to the
usual announcement that conference
reports may be brought up at any time
and any further program will be an-
nounced later.

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Is it the
intention of the leadership to bring the
bills up in this order?

Mr. ALBERT. The order is subject to
change, of course, but we will start with
the home rule bill. A lot depends upon
how long the disposition of that bill re-
quires. Also, we do not yet have rules
on two bills. However, subject to that,
I think that the House can pretty well
depend on this announcement, and we
will keep the Members of the House ad-
vised of any changes as soon as they
oceur.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. I yield to
the gentleman from Iowa.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. 1Iyield to the
gentleman.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, with all
respect and humility, may I ask the
distinguished gentleman from Oklahoma
whether he can shed any light upon the
business of sine die adjournment.

Mr. ALBERT. Of course, the gentle-
man pays me a compliment, because his
question assumes that I am a seer as well
as a Member of Congress. The best I
can say to the genfleman is that we have
pretty well completed the program of
the House of Representatives, and I
should think with good luck we should
be able to complete it in a very few
weeks,

ADJOURNMENT OVER UNTIL MON-
DAY, SEPTEMBER 27

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that when the House
adjourns today it adjourn to meet on
Monday next.

The SPEAKER. Without objection, it
is so ordered.

There was no objection.

DISPENSING WITH CALENDAR
WEDNESDAY BUSINESS NEXT
WEEK
Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, I ask

unanimous consent that Calendar

Wednesday business be dispensed with

on Wednesday next.

The SPEAKER. Without objection, it
is so ordered.
There was no objection

LET US GO HOME

Mr. ROUSH. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to address the House
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for 1 minute and to revise and extend
my remarks.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Indiana?

There was no objection.

Mr. ROUSH. Mr. Speaker, this has
indeed been a historic session of Con-
gress but now it is time to go home. We
have established a good reputation, a
progressive Congress, and to delay ad-
journment will only result in taking the
glitter from that reputation. Why we
must stay is not clear. We have handled
the President’s program and if I do say
50 we have done right well by him, We
have displayed an awareness of the need
to find solutions to problems and again I
would say that we have done quite well
in solving them. But now I am weary, I
find that my colleagues are weary, the
Congress is weary and before the coun-
try grows weary of our activity, I think it
might be wise for us to take a break.

FULL HEARING CANNOT BE TERMED
“STALLING”

Mr. ANNUNZIO. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to address the House
for 1 minute, to revise and extend my re-
marks, and to include extraneous matter.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Illinois?

There was no objection.

Mr. ANNUNZIO. Mr. Speaker, this
morning’s issue of the American Banker
carries a highly distorted editorial en-
titled “Ritual of Stalling.” The pretext
of this 12-paragraph gossip statement
is that the Honorable WriGHT PATMAN, the
distinguished chairman of the House
Banking and Currency Committee, is
conducting a stall campaign against S.
1698, a bill to clarify the bank merger
situation.

Mr. Speaker, I wholeheartedly support
S. 1698, and I wholeheartedly support
my chairman. S. 1698 directly affects a
bank in my district; and, because of
this, I feel that I am closer to the leg-
islation than any member of either the
Domestic Finance Subcommittee, which
is conducting hearings on the bill, or the
full Banking and Currency Committee.

I want to say categorically that I am
fully satisfied Chairman PaTMaN is not
stalling on the bill, but is conducting full
and adequate hearings on a piece of leg-
islation that, contrary to what the Amer-
ican Banker erroneously reports, has not
been subject to one word of festimony
at the committee level on the Senate
side. The American Banker both in its
editorial and news columns is probably
best noted for its distortion of accuracies.
I do not expect this newspaper to ascer-
tain the facts before it makes up its
mind. However, it might be nice if it
bothered to learn the facts after it has
made up its mind,

A copy of the editorial follows:

RITUAL OF STALLING

The chairman of the House Banking and
Currency Committee has his own reasons for
opposing passage of the bank merger bill, and
he has his own techniques for stalling it.

And while the substantial majority of the
banking and industry which supports this
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proposed legislation may rankle under the
delays, there is a realization that this is the
way the game is played, and some resignation
to it as a kind of ritual performance.

And it seems that Congressman WERIGHT
Parman, Democrat of Texas, may well make
his stalling tactics work during the present
session of Congress.

If this happens, however, it does not mean
that the merger bill will be dead. On the
contrary, there appears to be building a sen-
timent in the House that the banking indus-
try has been hung up on Mr. PATMAN'S Ob-
structionism long enough, and that there is
sufficient merit in the bill, which is widely
recognized as primarily a reaffirmation of the
intent of Congress as expressed in the Bank
Merger Act of 1960, for it to be enacted. So
no matter what Mr. PArManN does in the cur-
rent session, there is some basls for hope
that some useful legislation on bank mergers
will be forthcoming when Congress recon-
venes.

Some resentment also has been building
against Mr. Parman for the stalling tactics
he has been using this summer, by dragging
out hearings on a plece of legislation which
already has been thoroughly discussed in
lS)e‘:'lclla’a.ize hearings before its passage by that

y-

Indeed, there is a strong feeling that many
of the witnesses have been called primarily
for the time that they would kill, rather than
for the freshness or strength of their views.

Now Mr. Patman tends to confirm that
feeling, at this point, late in the session, after
the hearings have been squeezed dry of new
ideas, when he makes a statement that in his
view “it would be a grave mistake and dis-
service to the public if we do not give this
bill at least the same amount of considera-
tion that was given the Bank Merger Act of
1960."

That bill took 5 years to get through the
Congress; but Mr. PATMAN says that he does
not really mean to take that long this time.
He thinks that the 48 days of hearings held
on the 1960 legislation suggests a suitable
time span for the hearings over which he is
now presiding. Therefore, with 21 days al-
ready spent in hearings, Mr. PATMAN'S judg-
ment as to an appropriate investment in time
would put the current hearings well into No-
vember, past the latest date yet suggested
for the adjournment of this session of Con-

gress.

Whether he can keep the hearings going
until November, given the restiveness of a
majority of the members of both his com-
mittee and the subcommittee which is con-
ducting the hearings under his chairmanship,
is a matter for some speculation.

Even if he does, however, this same restive-
ness among the committee members 1is likely
to result in action during the next session
of Congress. There is a kind of saturation
point for stalling, even by a powerful com-
mittee chairman, and so a successful stall
this fall does not necessarily mean perma-
nent defeat for the bill.

In passing, it should be noted that while
stalling tactics may be acceptable as part
of the pecullar ritual of legislation, bad man-
ners are a different matter entirely.

This week Mr. PaTMAN took advantage of
his position as chairman of the subcommit-
tee to try to overwhelm the chairman of the
Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation with a
13,000-word indictment of the performance of
his agency. FDIC Chairman K. A. Randall
had to sit, exposed and silent in the witness
chair, for nearly one and a half hours while
Mr, PatMaN droned through his charges.
When he was given a chance to reply, Mr.
Randall simply stated that he denied the
charges, and would submit a statement for
the record.

If Mr. Patman were serious about his
charges against the FDIC, he might do better
by conducting hearings to investigate the
agency. The relevance of these charges to
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the bill under discussion is not apparent.
What is apparent is Mr, PATMAN'S determina-
tion to stall, and the shabby way he went
about it in this instance.

RELIEF FOR THE TRUCKING
INDUSTRY

Mr. DULSKI. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to extend my remarks
at this point in the Recorp and include
extraneous matter.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
New York?

There was no objection.

Mr. DULSKI. Mr, Speaker, I have in-
troduced legislation in this session of
Congress in behalf of the trucking indus-
try, since the railroads have lost interest
in their own industry, and have interest
in other modes of transportation. It ap-
pears the railroads expect the Govern-
ment to subsidize the entire cost of their
operation.

I sympathize with the people employed
by the railroads, but they know they have
definitely been let down by management
which has been complacent in the last
few years.

I read a very interesting editorial con-
cerning the railroads which was heard
on radio station WGR in our great city
of Buffalo, N.¥. Under leave to extend
my remarks, I submit the editorial for
inclusion in the RECORD:

Rallroads, once the most important form
of transportation, now find cars, planes and
trucks, pretty rough competition. Govern-
ment, rightly or wrongly, has bent over back-
wards in every eflort to help the rallroads.

Thinking that the Federal Government is
s0 thoroughly conditioned to favor the rail-
roads on each decision, a trucker is enjoying
a big laugh at the expense of the Interstate
Commerce Commission.

The trucker, Leroy Hilt of Nebraska, firmly
belleved that the ICC would automatically
rule for the railroads, and agalnst truckers,
every time. To test his theory, he submitted
a schedule of rate changes to the ICC pro-
posing a large shipment of “yak fat" from
Omaha to Chicago. Mr. Hilt said his truck-
ing company would do the job for just 45
cents a hundred pounds—a bargaln rate.

(In case you've forgotten your school days,
yak are oxen from Tibet. Yak fat isn't avail-
able anywhere on this continent, nor is any-
one demanding a supply. Consequently,
none of our country's transportation com-
panies ship yak fat anywhere.)

But the railroads immediately objected to
the low shipping rates suggested by the Ne-
braskan trucker. And the ICC, after a so-
called examination, backed the railroads;
sald the rates were “unjust and unreason-
able” and declared that yak fat could not
be shipped for only 45 cents a hundred
pounds.

It appears that Mr. Hilt's theory has been
proven correct. The ICC, conditioned in its
responses, seems to favor the railroads auto-
matically,

Which leaves us wondering about a lot of
other Government decisions,

ADVERSE HARVEST CONDITIONS IN
NORTH DAEKOTA

Mr. ANDREWS of North Dakota. Mr.
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to ad-
dress the House for 1 minute, to revise
antc; belxt,encl my remarks, and to include
a e.
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The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
North Dakota?

There was no objection.

Mr. ANDREWS of North Dakota. Mr.
Speaker, North Dakota farmers are be-
ing hard hit by the most adverse harvest
conditions our State has ever known.
Many people estimate that 20 percent
of our spring wheat crop and perhaps
more of our Durum will not be harvested
because of the continuing rain and wet
weather. This is a potentially great eco-
nomic loss to thousands of individual
farm families.

Because of this unique harvest con-
dition, the cash market of wheat has
risen and will give our farmers the op-
portunity to make up in increased price
a small share of what they are losing
through this adverse weather.

While I know that Congress has turned
down our pleas to increase the resale
price of wheat, the need becomes even
greater in this harvest time emergency.
I certainly want to urge the Secretary
of Agriculture to hold back marketing of
CCC wheat in order to maintain the bet-
ter cash market position that will in a
small way compensate our farmers for
the fewer bushels they will harvest and
the lower quality that will result.

I am including a chart prepared for
me by the Farmers Union Grain Ter-
minal Association showing the present
CCC loan price, the cash market closing,
and the present resale value if the Sec-
retary were to sell under the 105-percent
formula. This chart indicates roughly
a direct across-the-board drop of 10
cents a bushel average if the Secretary
should begin selling from his stockpile
at the 105-percent formula.

I sincerely hope he will sense the need
of our farmers and refrain from these
price-destroying sales.

Terminal loan, Minneapolis or Duluth,
Northern Spring $1.58

Spot Resale
Price closing value if
Protein (CCC tonight's | under 105
loan) closing reent
lormula
1,200 to 1,240___ $1, 5004 $1.81 $1.6014
1,260 t0 1,200_..... 1.61 1.82 1.
1,300 to 1,340. 1.6214 1.83 1.7314
1,350 to 1,390 1.64 1.83 1.76
1,400 to 1,440 1. 6514 1.84 1, 76:
1,450 to 1,400 1.67 1.86 1.78
1,500 t0 1,540 1. 6834 1.80 1.80
1,550 t0 1,590 1.70 1.04 1.8114
1,600 to 1,640 1. 71 2.01 1.83'
1,650 to 1,600...__ 1.73 2.07 1.85
1,700 to 1,740.. ... 1. 7434 2.12 1.87
1,760 and above.__. 1.76 2.17 1.8814

ON CHRISTIAN OBEDIENCE

Mr. VAN DEERLIN. Mr. Speaker, I
ask unanimous consent to address the
House for 1 minute, to revise and extend
my remarks, and to include extraneous
matter.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
California?

There was no objection.

Mr. VAN DEERLIN. Mr. Speaker,
Episcopal clergy in the diocese of Los
Angeles have been disturbed over mis-
interpretations of church policy which
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they feel may be drawn from a recent
insertion in the Recorbp.

On September 3, our Louisiana col-
league [Mr. WacconNER] caused to be
printed extracts from a sermon preached
by the Reverend Robert Watts, of La
Jolla, Calif. That material appears on
page 22888 of the Recorp. It conveys a
strong denunciation of the theory that
certain conditions justify the defiance
of bad laws.

The Reverend Robert T. Stellar, D.D.,
executive secretary in the department of
social relations for the Episcopal Church
in southern California, has asked my
assistance in clarifying the church’s
position on Christian obedience. Father
Stellar feels that Dr. Watts, while of
course free to express a dissenting view-
point, misunderstands his church’s con-
cern for civil rights—and, more espe-
cially, is out of step with the House of
Bishops of the Protestant Episcopal
Church. That body adopted the follow-
ing position paper on Christian obedi-
ence at the church’s 1964 general con-
vention in St. Louis:

PosITION PAPER ON CHRISTIAN OBEDIENCE OF
THE HOUSE oF BISHOPS

(Christian Social Relations at General Con-
vention, 1964)
THE CHURCH SPEAKS

Christian teaching holds that civil author-
ity is given by God to provide order in hu-
man soclety, and that just human law is
a reflection of immutable divine law
which man did not devise. Under all
normal circumstances, therefore, Christians
obey the civil law, seeing in it the will of
God. Yet it must be recognized that laws
exist which deny these eternal and immuta-
ble laws. In such circumstances, the church
and its members, faithful to Scripture, re-
serve the right to obey God rather than man.

Thus, the church recognizes the rights of
any persons to urge the repeal of unjust laws
by all lawful means, including participation
in peaceful demonstrations. If and when
the means of legal recourse have been ex-
hausted, or are demonstrably inadequate, the
church recognizes the right of all persons,
for reasons of informed conscience, to dis-
obey such laws, so long as such persons:

& (a) Accept the legal penalty for their ac-
on;

(b) Carry out their protest in a nonviolent
manner, and;

(c) Exercise severe restraints in using this
privilege of conscience, because of the dan-
ger of lawlessness attendant thereon,

Before Christians participate in such ac-
tions, they should seek the will of God in

prayer and the counsel of their fellow
Christians.

HEALTHY STEPS IN THE CIVIL
RIGHTS FIELD

Mr. EKREBS. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend my
remarks.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
New Jersey?

There was no objection.

Mr. KREBS. Mr. Speaker, since be-
coming Chairman of the President's
Committee on Equal Employment Op-
portunity, Vice President HuBerT HUM-
PHREY has been conducting—at the Pres-
ident’s request—a continuing review of
the Government’s civil rights efforts.
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Now he has recommended, and the Pres-
ident has acted upon, several major
changes designed to strengthen the
operation and direction of the Govern-
ment’s civil rights program.

Under the new plan, there will be
greater emphasis on the duties and per-
formance of the operating départments
and agencies of the Federal Government.
Power and responsibility to act on eivil
rights matters, heretofore diffused
among various interagency committees,
will now be given directly to the officials
and administrators who operate the Gov-
ernment.

The functions of the President’s Com-
mittee on Equal Employment Opportu-
nity, for example, will now be trans-
ferred to existing agencies. Each Cab-
inet officer, agency head, and executive
of the Federal Government will now have
responsibility for enforecing compliance
with our civil rights laws.

The Civil Service Commission, which
controls Federal personnel policies, will
now have direct responsibility for en-
forcing nondiserimination. The Sec-
retary of Labor, who as Vice Chairman
of the Equal Employment Opportunity
Committee has had the primary responsi-
bility for insuring compliance by Gov-
ernment, contractors, will now have the
authority to insure that compliance di-
rectly as part of his responsibilities in
administering the Department of Labor.

As the Vice President has pointed out
in his recommendations to the President,
the termination of the Council of Equal
Opportunity and the Committee on
Equal Employment Opportunity does not
mean that we have eliminated all the
civil rights problems in this country. In-
deed, in his words:

The more difficult and complicated part of
the journey to our natlonal goal of a preju-
dice-free soclety lles ahead of us.

What these recommendations do
mean, however, is that we are stream-
lining the civil rights programs and pro-
cedures of the Government so as to
achieve even more in the fight for civil
rights, and to do so with thoroughness
and efficiency.

The Vice President, as the President’s
No. 1 adviser and counselor on matters
of civil rights, deserves the thanks and
the gratitude of the people and the Con-
gress. He has labored long hours on be-
half of full freedom and equal oppor-
tunity for all our citizens. These latest
recommendations are merely another ad-
dition to a long and admirable record
of achievement in this field.

STATE AND LOCAL GOVERNMENT
AS OPPOSED TO FEDERAL GOV-
ERNMENT

Mr. DEVINE. Mr, Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the gentleman
from South Dakota [Mr. BErRrY] may
extend his remarks at this point in the
Recorp and include extraneous matter.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Ohio?

There was no objection.

Mr. BERRY. Mr. Speaker, last night’s
news reports were a little sickening to
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one who believes in State and local gov-
ernment as opposed to the Federal Gov-
ernment being all things to all people.

These reports carried two more in-
stances of invasion—one in the proposal
banning billboards—the other in the law
which the President will probably sign
today, controlling water pollution.

Without some amendment, the Secre-
tary of Commerce will be the billboard
boss and, even in commercial areas,
where signs will be permitted, he will
have complete regulation over the size
and the number of billboards to be per-
mitted. As bad as is the taking away of
local controls of billboards is the law
which provides that final word on water
pollution control is given to a new As-
sistant Secretary of Health, Education,
and Welfare to set all standards and
make all regulations on water quality
standards.

Mr. Speaker, at the rate this Congress
has gone this year, in a few years State
lines will be nothing but geographic
markers, with Federal bureaucrats de-
ciding what is good for the people in
every area of this vast Nation.

THE ADMINISTRATION MAY HAVE
BEEN POORLY ADVISED IN NOT
SEEEING SENATE CONFIRMA-
TION OF THE CHAIRMAN OF
THE NATIONAL ENDOWMENT
FOR THE ARTS

Mr. DEVINE. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the gentleman
from New Jersey [Mr. WipnNALL] may
extend his remarks at this point in the
Recorp and include extraneous matter.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Ohio?

There was no objection.

Mr. WIDNALL., Mr. Speaker, the ad-
ministration may have been poorly ad-
vised in not seeking Senate confirmation
of the Chairman of the National En-
dowment for the Arts.

The House took up H.R. 9460, the Na-
tional Foundation on the Arts and the
Humanities Act of 1965 on September 15,
at which time the gentleman from Min-
nesota [Mr. Quie] offered an amendment
providing that the Chairman of the Na-
tional Endowment for the Arts “shall
be appointed by the President, by and
with the advice and consent of the
Senate.”

Two days later, on September 17, the
person slated, according to some reports,
to be Chairman of the National Endow-
ment for the Arts, Roger L. Stevens, who
is now the Special Assistant on the Arts
at the White House, resigned from the
Board of the National Symphony Or-
chestra and cited, as his reason for doing
so, the fact that—

One Congressman ralsed a point about
possible conflict of interest.

The gentleman from Minnesota [Mr.
Quiel, in offering his amendment re-
quiring Senate confirmation of the
Chairman of the National Endowment
for the Arts, said that:

Presldent Johnson himself has put his
radlo and television properties In trust while
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he is serving as President. But the Special
Assistant on the Arts in the White House,
s0 far as I know, is still recelving royalties
from the Broadway farce-comedies in which
he has a major interest.

The Chairman of the National Endow-
ment for the Humanities will be required
to be confirmed by the Senate. In view
of the resignation of Mr. Stevens from
the board of the National Symphony Or-
chestra because of what he cites as a
“possible conflict of interest,” questions
will undoubtedly continue to be raised as
to whether he has resigned from the
board of the Metropolitan Opera, and if
gr?xsl;.” put his commercial interests in

Surely, in as sensitive an area as the
arts, the Chairman of the National En-
dowment for the Arts, with millions of
dollars to spend, and the authority to
do so without the approval of the mem-
bers of the Federal Council on the Arts
and the Humanities and the National
Council on the Arts, should be as clean as
a “hound’s tooth,” and as free of suspi-
cion as Caesar’s wife.

I include as part of my remarks an ex-
change of correspondence between the
Special Assistant on the Arts at the
White House, and the president of the
National Symphony Orchestra Associa-
tion, which sheds light on the matter I
have been discussing:

MEMORANDUM
NATIONAL SYMPHONY ORCHESTRA,
Washington, D.C.
To: The Board of Directors.
From: Osby L. Weir, president.
Date: September 22, 1965.

I enclose copies of correspondence with
Roger L. Stevens regarding his resignation
from the board of the National Symphony
Orchestra Association.

The letters speak for themselves and I am
confident that you join with me in my deep
regret over the circumstances that caused Mr.
Stevens to reconsider his acceptance of elec-
tion to our board. I have read the con-
gressional debate to which Mr. Stevens refers
and I can well understand his desire to avoid
controversy over his dedicated service to pri-
vately operated cultural organizations,

Enclosures.

THE WHITE HOUSE,
Washington, D.C., September 17, 1965.
Mr. OscAr L. WEIR,
President, National Symphony Orchestra As-
sociation, Washington, D.C.

Dear Mr. Wem: I regret that I must re-
sign from the board of the National Sym-
phony Orchestra.

During the recent debate on the House
floor, one Congressman ralsed a point about
possible conflict of interest with regard to my
being a director of the National Symphony.

This would not be so bad, but there may
be problems in this area when the EKennedy
Center is completed. When I accepted mem-
bership, I thought we could worry about such
a situation when the bullding was finished.

Also, if by chance the National Symphony
should qualify for funds under the National
Endowment and since the question has al-
ready been raised in Congress, the orchestra
might be prevented from recelving some
necessary money.

Thus, although I deeply regret this action,
I must herewith tender my resignation.

Sincerely,
RoGer L. STEVENS,
Special Assistant on the Arts.
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SEPTEMBER 21, 1965.
The Honorable RoGEr L. STEVENS,
Special Assistant on the Arts,
The White House, Washington, D.C.

Dear Mg, StevEns: I have received your
letter of September 17 in which you resign
from the board of the National Symphony
Orchestra Assoclation. This is a matter of
the greatest regret to me, as I know it will
be to our colleagues on the board. I would
do my best to try to persuade you to recon-
sider if it were not for the compelling reasons
that you give which relate to national policy
and to the future chances of the Washing-
ton National Symphony to qualify for funds
under the newly passed National Endowment
for the Arts.

In any case, I know that we can count on
your friendly, though objective, interest in
any proposals made by the Washington Na-
tlonal Symphony that might be referred to
you either in connection with the Kennedy
Center or the forthcoming National Endow-
ment.

Thank you for having been willing to ac-
cept election to our board in the first place
and before the current circumstances arose.
Your participation was a notable vote of con-
fidence in our organization.

Ordinarily I would withhold notifying our
colleagues of your decision until the next
board meeting, but in view of your distin-
guished position there is bound to be talk
and I therefore think it advisable to send
copies of our exchange of letters to our fellow
board members.

With kindest personal regards, I am,

Sincerely,
Osey L. We,
President.

WIDNALL: PREDICTS CONGRES-
SIONAL ACTION IF NEW COM-
MERCE DEPARTMENT REGULA-
TIONS DIRECTED AGAINST ARAB
BOYCOTT DO NOT PRODUCE
QUICK RESULTS

Mr. DEVINE. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the gentleman
from New Jersey [Mr. WIDNALL] may ex-
tend his remarks at this point in the
Recorp and include extraneous matter.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Ohio?

There was no objection.

Mr. WIDNALL. Mr. Speaker, yester-
day, the Department of Commerce an-
nounced regulations bringing into force
a new export policy designed to discour-
age U.S. companies involuntarily from
assisting and being a party to the vicious
trade practices imposed by the Arab
boycott. This new policy, as it appeared
in yesterday’s Federal Register, fulfills
the statutory requirement included in
the 1965 extension of the Export Con-
trol Act. It was precipitated entirely by
Members of Congress from both sides of
the aisle who for years have demanded
that the practices involved in the Arab
boyecott be prohibited if they involved
involuntary participation by American
companies. Earlier this year extensive
hearings were held on this aspect of the
Export Control Act and after hearing
several top administration officials re-
quest merely a rather weak declaration
of policy, a majority of the Committee
on Banking and Currency on May 29
insisted that such a statement of U.S.
policy against the Arab boycott, by it-
self, was completely insufficient. These

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

17 members of the committee in their
supplemental views to H.R. 7105 de-
manded that the Department of Com-
merce prohibit all U.S. companies from

ng information or signing agree-
ments which would further the interests
of the Arab boycott.

When the bill came before the House
on June 8, the Johnson administration
was face to face with an outright con-
gressional rebuke of its weak solution to
a vicious situation. The fact that a ma-
jority of the House was in favor of an
outright prohibition against any and all
forms of involuntary assistance to the
Arab boycott request was made clear in
several press reports preceding the day
of debate. Within minutes before the
bill came to the floor, however, a deal
was worked out with the State and Com-
merce Departments and those of us who
supported outright prohibition were de-
feated in a nonrecord vote on our amend-
ment.

Nevertheless, the new Commerce De-
partment regulations declare it to be
the policy of the U.S. Government to op-
pose restrictive trade practices or boy-
cotts fostered or imposed by foreign
countries against other countries friendly
to the United States, together with a
statement that our Government will
“encourage and request"” U.S. exporters
to refuse to take any action, including
the furnishing of information or signing
agreements supporting such foreign boy-
cotts or restrictive practices.

Under yesterday’s regulations, U.S.
companies will be required to report to
the Secretary of Commerce any requests
for the furnishing of information or the
signing of agreements helpful to such re-
strictive trade practices as the Arab boy
cott. Failure to comply with these re-
quirements could bring a penalty of up
to $1,000.

Mr. Speaker, I concede that this may
be a step in the right direction. Never-
theless, the regulations make clear that
U.S. companies, while being encouraged
and requested to refuse to be a party to
Arab boycott requests, are not legally
prohibited from doing so. Therefore,
the opportunity for the Arab boycott to
continue to blackjack U.S. companies
still remains.

It has been said that a journey of a
thousand miles requires that a first step
be taken. While these new regulations
might constitute such a first step, they
nevertheless represent the first step on
a completely needless journey of com-
promise and dilly-dallying. I remain
convinced that the only way to treat this
thorn in the side of free international
trade is for the U.S. Government to pro-
hibit outright such practices. Only in
this manner can blackmailed U.S. com-
panies secure the needed protection from
their Government.

Those of us who insisted upon an out-
right prohibition will watch carefully the
results of the new Commerce Department
regulations. If they have no real effect
upon the Arab boycott as it affects Amer-
ican exporters, I want to serve notice on
the administration that new legislation
will be offered in the second session of
this Congress. I have no doubt what-
soever that if these regulations do not
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quickly produce significant results, both
the House and the Senate will vote over-
whelmingly for an outright prohibition.

NEW ENGLAND “JOB-PIRACY"
CHARGE UNSUPPORTED BY FIG-
URES IN “RIGHT-TO-WORK" RE-
PEAL ISSUE

Mr. DEVINE. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the gentleman
from New Hampshire [Mr. CLEVELANDI
may extend his remarks at this point
in the Recorp and include extraneous
matter.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Ohio?

There was no objection.
Mr. CLEVELAND. Mr. Speaker, on
July 28, during the debate on H.R. 77,
to repeal section 14(b) of the Tafi-
Hartley Labor Act, I stated—page 18620
of the Recorn—that, as a Representative
from a Northern State which does not
have a right-to-work law, I was con-
cerned lest the existence of such laws
in other States operate to entice jobs and
industries away from my State. In some
detail, I described the research I con-
ducted into this aspect of this very com-
plex question and I reported my findings,
based on the expert studies of economic
specialists, that no such danger existed.

Further study since that time bears out
this finding and I wish to take this oppor-
tunity of presenting these observations
to my colleagues.

A careful examination of the latest
reports of the Labor Department's Bu-
reau of Labor Statistics shows that, if
wages were the determining factor, many
New England States actually should be
pirating industry away from the higher-
wage right-to-work States, and not the
other way around.

Average wage rates for production
workers in manufacturing for 1964, as re-
ported in employment and earnings of
the U.S. Department of Labor for May
1965, shows the following—based on 20
right-to-work States including Indiana,
which had such a law in 1964 but does
not now:

Seven of the 20 right-to-work States
ha;re higher wage rates than Connecti-
cut.

Eight have higher wage rates than
Massachusetts.

Twelve have higher wage rates than
Rhode Island and Vermont,

Fifteen have higher wage rates than
New Hampshire and Maine.

Wage rates in Florida and Rhode
Island are exactly the same.

The southern right-to-work States of
Alabama, Florida, Virginia, and Tennes-
see all have higher wage rates than New
Hampshire and Maine.

The hourly wage rates listed for New
England are:

New Hampshire, $2; Maine, $2; Mas-
sachusetts, $2.37; Vermont, $2.08; Rhode
Island, $2.11; Connecticut, $2.62.

The hourly wage rates listed for the
right-to-work States are given as:
Nevada, $3.16; Wyoming, $2.82; Indiana,
$2.81; Utah, $2.77; Arizona, $2.72; Iowa,
$2.71; Kansas, $2.65; Texas, $2.42; Ne-
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braska, $2.36; South Dakota, $2.34;
North Dakota, $2.31; Alabama, $2.17;
Florida, $2.11; Virginia, $2.04; Tennessee,
$2.03.

Thus, as I stated during the debate on
the bill, there is no factual basis for
charges that right-to-work laws in other
States have ever harmed, are harming
now or ever will harm States that do not
have right-to-work laws. Indeed, wage
rates are far down the list of economic
factors that determine where an individ-
ual industry decides to locate.

The “job-piracy” charge in connection
with this legislation simply has no basis
in fact.

SELF-HELP APPRENTICE PROGRAM
FOR INDUSTRY

Mr. DEVINE. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the gentleman
from Massachusetts [Mr. Kerre]l may
extend his remarks at this point in the
Recorp and include extraneous matter.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Ohio?

There was no objection.

Mr. KEITH. Mr. Speaker, I have to-
day introduced legislation to spur job
training by private industry. Titled the
“Human Investment Act of 1965,” the
bill would provide a T-percent tax credit
to employers for certain authorized ex-
penses of training their employees in new
job skills.

When Congress 3 years ago enacted a
tax credit to encourage plant moderni-
zation and investment in new equipment,
I think we failed to realize at that time
the fact that the most important kind
of capital a nation can have is its human
capital—the skills, experience, and capa-
bilities of its working men and women.

This bill is companion to a host of
similar measures filed within recent
weeks in the House and Senate. House
cosponsors include seven members of the
Ways and Means Committee and all
three Republican House members of the
Joint Economic Committee.

This bill is designed to give employers
incentive to broaden and expand appren-
ticeship training, on-the-job training,
cooperative work-study programs, tui-
tion-refund programs, and the expenses
of organized group and classroom in-
struction.

This approach places the responsibil-
ity for increased job training, not on the
Federal or State Governments, but where
it rightfully belongs—on the Nation’s
greatest job trainer, the private enter-
prise system.

It can be of equal benefit to employer
and employee.

The bill’s language is virtually parallel
to that of the investment credit provi-
sions of the Revenue Act of 1962, as
amended last year. By requiring that
a trainee be on the employer’s payroll
for at least 3 months after the comple-
tion of training—with exceptions for dis-
ability, voluntary separation, or firing for
cause—the bill helps to insure that train-
ees will actually be put on the payroll
after the training period. This provision
would overcome the objection to govern-
ment-run training programs, to the ef-
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fect that trainees are often not able to
find appropriate work even after com-
pleting Government-sponsored training

-programs.

This is an attempt to meet the increas-
ingly serious problems of structural un-
employment caused by a labor force ill-
fitted for existing and developing job op-
portunities. Its intent is to advance
workers up the skill ladder and thereby
open vacancies at the bottom for the
currently unskilled and unemployed.

Its major premise is that private busi-
ness has—over the years—learned how
to obtain the most results per training
dollar, and should be encouraged to
broaden its training programs to meet a
growing national need.

The idea of a reasonable tax incentive
is—to me—a much preferable alterna-
tive to the creation of further Govern-
ment programs, with all their inherent
bureaucracy, inefficiency, and adminis-
trative expense.

I would like to take this opportunity
to commend my colleague in the House,
the gentleman from Missouri, Tom Cur-
11s, for his outstanding work on this
proposal, and equally, Senator ProUTY,
who has organized and led the con-
current effort in the Senate,

Mr. Speaker, the distinguished Sena-
tor from Vermont has prepared a fact
sheet explaining the purpose and me-
chanics of this legislation, It would be
helpful to Members who would like to
know more about this commendable pro-
gram to include that information at
this point, and so it follows:

THE HUMAN INVESTMENT ACT OF 1965
(Revised version of S. 1130, first introduced
by Senator WinsTON L. PROUTY, Republican

of Vermont, on Feb. 17, 1965.)

Purpose: “To provide an incentive to Amer-
ican business to invest in the improvement
of the Nation's human resources by hiring,
training, and employing presently unem-
ployed workers lacking needed job skills,
and by upgrading the job skills of and pro-
viding new job opportunities for workers
presently employed.”

Method: The act offers employers a tax
credit toward certain expenses of programs
designed to train prospective employees for
jobs with the company or retrain current
employees for more demanding jobs with
the company.

Amount of tax credit: 7 percent of the
allowable training expenses, with a maxi-
mum of $25,000 plus 25 percent of the tax-
payer's tax liability in excess of $25,000.
This credit would be in addition to credits
provided for by other parts of the tax code.

Allowable employee training expenses:

1. Wages and salarles of employees who
are apprentices in registered programs.

2. Wages and salaries of employees en-
rolled in on-the-job training projects un-
der sectlon 204 of the Manpower Develop-
ment and Training Act of 1962.

3. Wages and salaries of employees par-
ticipating in cooperative education programs
involving alternate periods of work and
study.

4. Tuition and course fees paid by the em-
ployer to colleges or business or trade schools
for the training of employees and prospective
employees.

5. Home study course fees paid by the
employer to colleges or accredited corre-
spondence schools for the training of em-
ployees and prospective employees.

6. Expenses to the taxpayer of organized
group instruction, including classroom in-
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struction, of employees and prospective em-
ployees, Including instructors' salaries, books,
equipment, etc.,, but not the salaries of
trainees.

Other provisions:

1. Allowable expenses would have to be
tax deductible under section 162 of the code,
trade or business expenses.

2. To claim credit for training a given
individual, that person would have to re-
main on the payroll for at least three
months after completion of the training.
Exceptions are made for death, disability,
voluntary separation, and firing for cause.

3. The tax credit could be carried back 3
years and carried forward five years.

4. No credit would be allowed for the train-
ing of managerial, professional, or advanced
sclentific employees. The intent of the act
is to encourage business to upgrade the skills
of those at the bottom end of the skill and
income ladder, not middle management or
professional employees.

LOBBYING MOST DISTRESSING AS-
PECT OF SUGAR BILL

Mr. DEVINE. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the gentleman
from Illinois [Mr. FinpLEY] may extend
his remarks at this point in the Recorp
and include extraneous matter.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Ohio?

There was no objection.

Mr. FINDLEY. Mr. Speaker, the cost
of the Sugar Act proposal which is now
before the Committee on Rules is stag-
gering—about $700 million a year above
present world prices, or $3.5 billion for
the 5-year term. This comes to about
$14 premium a year for the average fam-
ily of four, or $70 for the life of the leg-
islation.

But an aspect of the proposal which
is far more distressing than the cost to
consumers is the influence of lobbyists.

In the first day’s hearings of the Com-
mittee on Rules, the gentleman from
Missouri [Mr. Borrine]l asked some
searching and proper questions. They
arose from information I placed in my
opposing views published as a part of
the committee report. The information
compared the country quotas allocated
by the Committee on Agriculture with
those requested by the administration.

The administration quotas were com-
puted entirely on the history of deliver-
ies of sugar to the United States in 1963
and 1964. Whether the base chosen was
the best or not, at least it was a guideline
which treated all on the same ground
rules. The administration, can explain
just how it arrived at individual country
quotas and why.

Since the Committee on Agriculture
came up with substantial changes, ex-
planations are in order. Presumably,
changes were not desired by the State
Department so that makes full explana-
tion all the more important.

Did lobbyists influence the details of
the legislation, and particularly the
country quotas, and if so, to what ex-
tent? That unpleasant question cannot
be dodged, and the sooner applicable in-
formation is laid on the record, the bet-
ter for all concerned. If the lobbyists
were not influential this fact should be
known, in order to clear away this cloud.
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If the lobbyists were influential, the Con-
gress take steps to eliminate future in-
fluence.

At this point it would be well to recall
the questionable activities of two of the
men presently registered as sugar lobby-
ists—John A. O'Donnell and Ernest
Schein. They were both involved in a
Senate investigation which showed,
among other things, that O’Donnell had
distributed to certain Members of Con-
gress for campaign purposes thousands
of dollars provided to him for that pur-
pose by the Philippine Government. This
sorry chapter is recorded in Congres-
sional Quarterly Almanac of 1963 begin-
ning on page 303.

Here are brief sketches of the foreign
sugar lobbyists as published August 27,
1965 by Congressional Quarterly:

FOREIGN LOBBYISTS

Reports filed with the Justice Department
under the Foreign Agents Registration Act,
as summarized in the press, and registrations
made under the 1946 Federal Regulation of
Lobbying Act, as recorded by CQ, gave the
following picture of lobbying by spokesmen
for forelgn governments and companies seek-
ing larger sugar quotas. Lobbylsts registra-
tions mentioned below are those filed under
the Federal Regulation of Lobbying Act. In
some cases, the same firm registered several
times for a client; the latest such registration
is given.

HATTI

The Haitlan American Sugar Co. was rep-
resented by James H. Rowe, Jr., of the Wash-
ington law firm of Corcoran, Foley, Young-
man & Rowe. Both Rowe and the firm's
senlor partner, Thomas G. Corcoran, were
sald to be close friends and advisers of Presi-
dent Johnson., Rowe registered as a lobby-
ist for Haitian American March 23, 1962.

INDIA

India Sugar Mills Assoclation of Calcutta
was represented by the law firm of Dawson,
Griffin, Pickens & Riddle, which registered as
a lobbyist for the association June 30, 1964.
Donald 8. Dawson of the firm was a former
Truman administration official. The firm’s
compensation for representing the associa-
tlon was listed as $20,000 a year, with a ceil-
ing of #$100,000 over the life of the re-
vised Sugar Act.

AUSTRALIA

The Colonlal Sugar Refining Co., Ltd., of
Sydney, Australia, was represented by the law
firm of Cleary, Gottlieb, Steen & Hamilton
(of which Under Secretary of State George
W. Ball was formerly a member); by Rob-
ert C. Barnard; and by ex-Representative
Charles H. Brown, Democrat, of Missourl,
1957-61. Cleary, Gottlieb, Steen & Hamil-
ton registered on several occasions as a lobby-
ist for Colonial, most recently August 186,
1965, when the firm stated that it repre-
sented the interests of the entire Australlan
sugar industry. Also on August 16, Barnard
registered as a lobbyist for Cleary, Gottlleb,
Steen & Hamilton, giving his legislative in-
terest as “legislation affecting (the) Austra-
lian sugar Industry.” Ex-Representative
Brown registered May 22, 1961, as a lobbyist
for Colonial. Press reports said his compen-
sation was $2,000 a month,

THAILAND

Representing Thailand was former Repre-
sentative George M. Grant, Democrat, of
Alabama, 1938-685. He was sald to be receiv-
ing $1,600 to appear before the committee,
plus $3,100 for other expenses.

VENEZUELA

Press reports sald Charles Patrick Clark
had agreed in June to represent Venezuelan
interests for $50,000.
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MEXICO

The law firm of former Secretary of In-
terior Oscar L. Chapman (1949-53) had, since

1955, represented the Union Nacional de Pro- .

ductores de Azucar, Mexico, for which it reg-
istered as a lobbyist January 31, 1955, and
February 14, 1961. The firm, currently called
Chapman, Friedman, Shea, Clubb & Duff, was
sald to have slgned an agreement in 1961
under which it received 850,000 a year, plus
25 cents for each ton increase in Mexico's
quota over the 1961 level, for Its services.
The contract was reportedly renewed in 1964
without the 25-cent contingency provision.

GUADELOUPE AND MARTINIQUE

The law firm of Surrey, Karasik, Gould &
Greene registered August 16, 1965, as a lobby-
ist for Assoclated Sugar Producers of Guade-
loupe and Martinique.

DOMINICAN REPUBLIC

Walter Sterling Surrey, of Surrey, Karasik,
Gould & Greene, acted as counsel at the
hearings to the South Puerto Rican Sugar
Co., a U.S.-owned firm with large holdings of
sugar in the Dominican Republic.

BRITISH WEST INDIES, BRITISH HONDURAS,

ECUADOR, AND PANAMA

The law firm of Quinn & Quinn, June 3,
1965, registered as a lobbyist for sugar inter-
ests In several Latin American countries:
British West Indies Sugar Assoclation; Com-
panlia Azucarera Valdez, Ecuador; Azucarera
Nacional, Panama; and Corozal Sugar Co.,
British Honduras. The firm's Arthur L.
Quinn registered personally in 1962 for the
British West Indies Sugar Association. Press
reports said Quinn & Quinn was recelving
$20,000 a year for representing the British
West Indian sugar interests, £1,000 a month
for the Ecuadorian, and $18,000 & year for the
Panamanian,

PERU

Arnold Shaw, a Washington attorney, reg-
istered April 26, 1965, as a lobbyist for the
Comite de Productores de Azucar, Lima, Peru,
stating his compensation for 1965 for lobby-
ing as $11,250. Press reports sald he was to
receive $15,000 a year overall from the Peru-
vian sugar interests when Sugar Act legis-
latlon was before Congress, and #$7,500 in
other years.

CENTRAL AMERICA

Press reports sald Sheldon Eaplan and
Rocco Bicilliano (who served as a personnel
aid to President Eisenhower) had formed
a Latin American Sugar Council in Novem-
ber 1962 to represent Costa Rica, Guatemala,
Nicaragua, and El Salvador sugar interests,
at 5,000 a year each, and Honduran sugar in-
terests, at $2,500. CQ records showed that
Kaplan registered as a lobbyist in 1960 for
the Guatemala sugar producers.

BRAZIL

The firm of A. 8. Nemir Assoclates report-
edly was representing Brazilian sugar
interests.

PHILIPPINES

John A. O'Donnell, a former member of
the Philippine War Damage Commission
(1947-51), registered February 17, 1865, as
a lobbyist for the Philippine Sugar Associa-
tion and the National Federation Sugar Cane
Planters, Manila. O'Donnell’s activities on
behalf of Philippine war claims applicants
were the subject of a congressional investi-
gation in 1963, (1963 Almanac, p. 303.)

COLOMBIA

Ernest Schein, a former employee of the
Philippine War Damage Commission and as-
sociate of O'Donnell, registered as a lobby-
ist May 21, 1962, for the Distribuidora de
Azucares, Bogotd, Colombia. Press reports
sald Schein was receiving $15,000 a year to
represent Colombian sugar interests. His
name also figured in the 1963 congressional
investigation involving O'Donnell.
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BOUTHERN RHODESIA

The firm of Purcell and Nelson registered
as a lobbylst March 20, 1964, for Sugar Sales
Ltd., of Southern Rhodesia. Reports said
the firm was recelving $5,000 from Rhodesian
sugar Interests to present their case.

TAITWAN

Robert L. Farrington, a former Agriculture
Department official (solicitor, 1954-56; gen-
eral counsel, 1956-59, among other jobs) reg-
istered May 8, 1964, as a lobbylst for the
Chinese Government Procurement and Serv-
ices Mission, Division for Taiwan Sugar Corp.
Press reports said he was receiving $250 a
month to represent Talwanese sugar inter-
ests.

MAURITIUS

Washington lawyer James N. Earnest, reg-
istered as a lobbyist September 1, 1964, for
the Mauritius Sugar Syndicate. Press re-
ports said he was receiving 5,000 British
pounds ($14,000).

SOUTH AFRICA

The law firm of Casey, Lane & Mittendort
registered as a lobbyist June 22, 1062, for
the South African Sugar Association. In
1964 the firm reportedly received a fee of
$24,000 from the association.

MADAGASCAR

Seymour 8. Guthman registered as a lobby-
ist May 12, 1964, for the Syndicat des Distil-
lateurs et Producteurs de Sucre de Madagas-

car, which was said to be paying him $625 a
month.

ADDRESS OF MR. STANISLAW
MIKOLAJCZYK

Mr. DEVINE. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the gentleman
from Illinois [Mr. DERWINSKI] may ex-
tend his remarks at this point in the
Recorp and include extraneous matter.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Ohio?

There was no objection.

Mr. DERWINSKI. Mr. Speaker, as
we know, the situation in foreign affairs
continues to deteriorate, in substantial
part due to the failure of the Department
of State and the President’s foreign pol-
icy advisors to recognize the fundamental
problems in Eastern Europe. This is
especially tragic since there are out-
standing exile leaders of the respective
captive peoples of Eastern Europe who
can properly advise the administration
of true conditions within their countries.

One of these outstanding leaders is
Mr. Stanislaw Mikolajczyk, chairman of
the Polish Peasant Party and former
Prime Minister of Poland. I enclose as
a continuation of my remarks excerpts
from his address before the annual Har-
vest Thanksgiving Day sponsored by the
Alliance of Friends of the Polish Village
in America, held in Chicago on Septem-
ber 5:

I myself came from the part of Poland,
which enjoyed a relatively higher standard
of living—not, because peasants were in
majority in this part of Poland, but, because
of the advanced industrialization based on
the processlng of thelr own agricultura.l
products. In this part of Poland the peasants
were quickly adopting the new methods of
production in agriculture, and therefore re-
celvlng better harvests from their soil, and
higher income from their work in the village.
In fact the rural population in that part of
Poland was in the minority.

The unfavorable climatic and poor soil
conditions were overcome by the independ-
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ent agricultural organizations and the coop-
eratives. Also we were helping ourselves by
the wide territorial self-government. This is
the way it was before the Second World War
and this part of Poland is today still leading
in the national agricultural production.

Can a citizen of today’s Poland even dream
about the just cutting of the national loaf
of bread?

Certainly, not.

There are no free elections in Poland.

There are no independent agricultural or-
ganizations.

And the free territorial self-government
does not exlst any more.

The last elections in Poland, like the pre-
vious ones, were only a Communist comedy.
The citizens did not have a right to elect
or to choose, but only a right to vote for the
Communist agents of Moscow, who were
brought to Poland and imposed by Moscow
on the Polish nation.

Not Poles, but the Communist agents are
deciding about the cutting of the national
loaf of bread. In addition, the Communists
are using the work of Poles and the income
of the Polish Nation to subsidize the Com-
munist aggression against the peoples of the
free world.

What is even worse, the Poles deprived of
their freedom by the Moscow aggressors are
forced to pay for the Communist poisoning
of the younger generation and for the God-
less education full of lies and immoral de-
pravations,

Poles have to defend Cardinal Wyszynski,
Polish clergy and the Catholle Church and
help them in their fight against the commu-
nization of Poland.

We should increase our efforts, and inten-
sify our fight for the just division of the
nation’s loaf of bread in Poland, because
of the great Injustice being committed
against the Polish nation.

Today, however, we have to think in global
terms. When the Communist aggression
agalnst the free world is constantly spread-
ing, you in Chicago took a right stand in your

resolutions on the Polish Peasant Day.

You supported in those resolutions the ef-
forts of President Johnson to stop the Com-
munist aggression against the free world—
in Tibet where the people were deprived of
their freedom and independence—in Viet-
nam, and in the Dominican Republic.

We wish the President, as we wish our
brothers in Poland, that the efforts and
sacrifices of the American people could bring
as early as possible the expected results. We
wish that out of this fight and sacrifices could
also come a relief for our brothers in Poland.
We wish that the will and determined fight
for equal rights and freedom of all peoples,
regardless of their color or origin will also
include the Polish people.

We believe that the Polish natlon cele-
brating a thousand years of its Christlanity
has the same right to independence and free-
dom as the nations of Far East and Africa,
which justly obtained their independence in
recent years.

Seventy years of the organized work of
the Polish peasant movement is not only an
enormous effort of our forefathers with
Wincenty Witos as a leader at the top but
long years of fight and work for the enlight-
enment and education in the civil rights of
all the common people in Poland. This work
has already pald good dividends: After the
PFirst World War—free and Independent
Poland with an access to the Baltic Sea; the
acceptance of the first democratic constitu-
tion in 1921; the land reform; the establish-
ment and the organization of the state ad-
ministration are just a few examples.

This education and tradition have guided
us in our fight against the Nazis during
World War II, and it helped us very much
in the fight against the new Communist oc-
cupants of Poland after the war.
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The most Iimportant result of those
70 years of work and fight of the Polish
peasant movement is the fact that out of
all the nations behind the Iron Curtain,
Poland has today the smallest percentage of
the land in the Communist collectives, and
Communists have most troubles in their
efforts to communize the Polish villages. The
few existing Kolchozes in Poland were
liquidated by the Polish peasants immedi-
ately after Stalin's death.

The ldeals of the Polish peasant movement
are so deeply rooted in the souls and hearts
of the people of Poland, that even the long
years of the occupation by the enemy were
unable to destroy them.

This 1s the most important heritage of the
Polish peasant movement in its 70 years of
work and fight.

We belleve that in this heritage lies the
power, which in the future will bring to
Poland the just cutting of the nations loaf
of bread. Today this heritage forms the base
for the great drive of the Polish people
toward freedom and independence.

There is no doubt that the Polish nation
meets already today all the requirements to
qualify her for help from the great free
nations of the world in their struggle for
independence and freedom.

Mr. Speaker, Mr. Mikolajezyk’s address
was delivered to leaders of Albania, Bul-
garia, Czechoslovakia, Lithuania, Serbia,
and Ukraine peasant movements who
likewise with great authenticity speak
for their oppressed brethren held in
bondage by the Communist colonial dic-
tatorships. It is my hope that their
words and observations will receive more
respect and review from our foreign
diplomats than they have heretofore.

SPECIAL ORDER GRANTED

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, in view of
the remarks of the distinguished major-
ity leader, I ask unanimous consent that
after completion of the legislative busi-
ness of the day and special orders pre-
viously entered, I be permitted to ad-
dress the House for 1 hour on December
24, 1965.

The SPEAKER. Without objection,
it is so ordered.

There was no objection.

MEMORIAL TO FORMER SENATOR
ELBERT THOMAS

Mr. GETTYS. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the gentleman
from Florida [Mr. PEpPER] may extend
his remarks at this point in the REcorp
and include extraneous matter.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
South Carolina?

There was no objection.

Mr. PEPPER, Mr. Speaker, because
of my great affection and regard for
former Senator Elbert Thomas I would
like to insert in body of the RECORD a copy
of a letter I recently wrote his son on the
passing of the Senator, and an article
from the Washington Post on his death.

SEPTEMBER 21, 1965,
Mr. W. S. THOMAS,
Lawton, Okla.

Dear Mr. THOMAS: Your loss of your great
father and our cherished friend and neigh-
bor for so long In Washington saddened Mrs.
Pepper and me very much. I was not only the
colleague of your father in the Senate but
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Mrs. Pepper and I were warm {friends of
Senator and Mrs. Thomas, Your father was
a great statesman, a dedicated American, a
devoted public servant, a gracious and
charming gentleman,

Mrs. Pepper and I shall ever cherish the
memory of our happy assoclations and
friendship with the Senator and Mrs.
Thomas. Please extend to the other mem-
bers of your family our deepest sympathy.

Believe me,

Always slncerely,
*  CLAUDE PEPPER,
Member of Congress.

[From the Washington (D.C.) Post, Sept.
20, 1965]
ELMER THOMAS DIES, 24 YEARS A SENATOR

Former U.S. Senator Elmer Thomas, 89,
a Member of Congress for 28 years, died
yesterday in a Lawton, Okla., hospital after
surgery.

The lifelong Democrat represented Okla-
homa in the Senate for 24 years until his
defeat in the 1950 primary by Senator MIkE
MonronNEY, Democrat, of Oklahoma.

After losing his last senatorial campaign,
Mr. Thomas practiced law in Washington
until he returned to Oklahoma with his
wife In 1057. He once explained why he
stayed in Washington even though he was
no longer a Senator, ;

“I'm a bit like a prizefighter—it takes
a little time to cool him off before he goes
home."”

But Mr. Thomas never visited the Senate
Chamber where he spent so many years.

“In my time,” he said, “I saw so many
former Senators hanging around lobbying
and asking favors, that it disgusted me.” .

During his last years in Washington, Mr.
Thomas spent much of his time writing
three books—"“Financial  Engineering,”
“Forty Years a Legislator,” and “Legislative
History of the Atom Bomb."

He was recognized as an authority on fi-
nanclal affairs, Indian legislation, agricul-
ture, and oll while he was in the Senate.

During the New Deal he was a strong
supporter of inflating the currency and
making silver legal tender.

“We have taken 43 cents of value out of
the dollar during this (the Roosevelt) ad-
ministration,” he said in 1935, “We have
got to further cheapen the dollar before we
have prosperity.”

Mr. Thomas served for many years as
chairman of the Senate Agriculture Com-
mittee.

Before entering the Senate In 1927, he rep-
resented Oklahoma’s Sixth District in the
House.

Mr. Thomas is survived by a son, W. S.
&cﬂnas, of Lawton, and three grandchil-

n.

INTERAMA—H.R. 30

Mr. GETTYS. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the gentleman
from Florida [Mr. PEpPER] may extend
his remarks at this point in the REcorp
and include extraneous matter.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
South Carolina?

There was no objection.

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. Speaker, in the de-
bate on H.R. 30 in the House on Septem-
ber 22 I inadverently failed to comment
on the absence from H.R. 30 as amended
by the House Foreign Affairs Commit-
tee, of the provisions of my H.R. 30 as
originally introduced relative to the ap-
plicability of the Bacon-Davis Act, as
amended (40 U.S.C., sec. 276a—-276a-5).
I am informed the reason those provi-
sions were deleted from HR. 30 as
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amended by the House Foreign Affairs
Committee was that the provisions of the
Bacon-Davis Act would apply to any
contract for the construction, repair, or
rehabilitation of any exhibit by the
United States under H.R. 30 without
specific reference thereto being made in
H.R. 30.

T wish it definitely understood that I
am speaking by the authority of the
chairman of the board of trustees of the
Inter-American Cultural and Trade
Center, the State agency which is the
legal authority for the operation of the
center, that it commits itself, insofar as it
may have legal authority in the matter,
to see to it that the Bacon-Davis Act
does apply to any construction, repair, or
rehabilitation in the center under HR.
30 as amended.

I am further authorized by the chair-
man of the Inter-American Cultural and
Trade Center Authority to state that the
authority commits itself to apply the
principles of the Davis-Bacon Act to all
construection, repairs, or rehabilitation
done by the authority at the center with
the use of any funds obtained as a loan
from the Community Facilities Adminis-
tration, an agency of the United States;
and agrees to the inclusion of a provi-
sion to that effect in the formal agree-
ment evidencing the loan of the Com-
munity Facilities Administration to the
Inter-American Cultural and Trade
Center Authority in respect to any con-
struction, repairs, or rehabilitation upon
the center premises.

CEASE-FIRE IN KASHMIR

Mr. GETTYS. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the gentleman
from Florida [Mr. PEPPER] may extend
his remarks at this point in the RECORD
and include extraneous matter.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
South Carolina?

There was no objection.

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. Speaker, the people
of the world have breathed a prayer of
gratitude to the United Nations for
bringing about a cease-fire in the enlarg-
ing war between India and Pakistan in
which Communist China was threatening
to take a part. All honor and tribute to
our great President to whom the prin-
cipal credit for this mighty achievement
is due and to the United Nations which
brought it about.

These two great countries of India and
Pakistan, like all countries, cannot afford
the cost of war in treasure not to speak
of the priceless assets of human life.
Already it is reported that in the war
thus far each country has spent enough
to build a great steel mill—enough to
furnish needed food for millions of hun-
gry people and a better life for count-
less numbers. It is the earnest hope of
the world that the United Nations will
continue its good offices until there shall
‘be a fair and honorable settlement of the
controversy respecting Kashmir between
these two great states.

But aside from the termination of the
hostilities between India and Pakistan
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three other great events have emerged
from this episode:

First. The resurgence of the power and
authority of the United Nations as the
peacekeeping organ of the world—a high
in the experience of the United Nations
dramatically following the saddening low
which only a little while ago brought so
much concern to the hearts of the peace-
loving people of the world.

Second. The cooperation of the United
States and the Soviet Union through the
United Nations in terminating this tragic
and dangerous war—a momentous ex-
ample of what these two great countries
can do in keeping the peace of the world
if they will work together as it was in-
tended they should do when the United
Nations was formed.

Third. The setback to the aggressive
designs of Communist China against
India; and after India vast areas
beyond, through the strong voice of
the United Nations supported in unity
and determination by the United States
and the Soviet Union—indeed by the
great powers which assumed the obliga-
tion to work together in the inception
of the United Nations.

Mr. Speaker, let us hope that upon
the foundation of this meaningful
achievement the edifice of the United Na-
tions shall rise to greater and greater
majesty as the instrument of peace, jus-
tice, and the promotion of human
welfare and dignity in the world.

And let us hope most fervidly, Mr.
Speaker, that the Soviet Union will see
in this experience the reward of work-
ing for peace in the world with the
United States and the other peaceloving
powers and will in the future dedicate
itself to following that course. For if
the United States and the Soviet Union
with their great might and power will
honorably and earnestly work together
for the peace and the betterment of man-
kind, of course with the cooperation of
most of the other nations of the world
anxious for such a course they can stop
war, reduce the danger of a nuclear holo-
caust, bring about disarmament to the
point where no nation shall longer be
a dangerous aggressor, and lift all man-
kind to walk on higher ground than its
feet have ever trod.

ATR POLLUTION AND ENVIRON-
MENTAL HEALTH

Mr. GETTYS. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the gentleman
from New York [Mr. SCHEUER] may ex-
tend his remarks at this point in the
REecorb and include extraneous matter.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
South Carolina?

There was no objection.

Mr. SCHEUER. Mr. Speaker, con-
tamination of the environment is now
widely recognized as one of the most im-
portant problems of our age. Hardly a
day passes when the mass media do not
carry news about how air and water pol-
lution affects environmental health.

People in New York City are concerned
about the exacerbation of the New York
City water crisis by the pollution of the
Hudson River. City Councilman Robert
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Low’s important hearings feature the re-
port by Dr. Leonard Greenberg of the
Albert Einstein College of Medicine on
the deleterious effects of air pollution.
The New  York State Department of
Health reported that:

The evidence that air pollution contributes
to the pathogenesis of chronic respiratory
diseases is overwhelming.

These include emphysema, bronchitis,
and asthma, although the exact pollu-
tants causing these conditions are un-
known. The emphysema rate alone has
jumped 400 percent in the last decade.
Dr. Frank Rosen, of Maplewood, N.J., has
spoken often of the increasing number
of Americans affected by allergies.

My district, along with every major
metropolitan area throughout the world,
is faced with a serious air and water pol-
lution problem.

The scientific problems are complex
and require intensive research. Pollu-
tion is an inevitable byproduct of
our inecreasingly industrialized society.
There are no simple solutions, no pan-
aceas, no magic formulas.

This worldwide environmental health
problem demands the attention of all
our citizens. It must be attacked by
both physical and social science. Biol-
ogists, biochemists, physicists, physi-
cians, and sanitary engineers must co-
operate with political scientists and com-
munication specialists to find realistie,
practical and comprehensive answers to
the problems posed by the contamination
of our environment.

There is an increasing need to keep
informed of the major developments oc-
curring daily in this fleld. The New
York Times in particular should be com-
mended for its excellent, overall coverage
of pollution news. Reporters Gladwin
Hill and Walter Sullivan have done a
remarkable job in giving the public a
broad view of developments in this area.
But even the New York Times cannot
publish all the news needed by the scien-
tific community and I am happy to note
that the Environmental Bulletin, a prom-
ising new publication, will soon be giving
a biweekly review of news and develop-
ments in the field of pollution control
and environmental health. This will be
helpful to both the experts in the secien-
tific community and to those of us in
Government who are deeply concerned
with this problem.

JOINT STATEMENT OF PRESIDENT
OF THE UNITED STATES AND
PRESIDENT OF PANAMA ON AREAS
OF AGREEMENT REACHED IN CUR-
RENT TREATY NEGOTIATIONS
Mr, GETTYS. Mr. Speaker, I ask

unanimous consent that the gentleman

from California [Mr. ROOSEVELT] may
extend his remarks at this point in the

Recorp and include extraneous matter.
The SPEAEKER. Is there objection

to the request of the gentleman from

South Carolina?

There was no objection.

Mr. ROOSEVELT. Mr. Speaker, I
note with great pleasure and a deep sense
of pride, that the United States and
Panama have just issued a joint an-
nouncement covering areas of agreement
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which have been reached in the current
treaty negotiations. This announcement
represents a major step toward the ful-
fillment of a pledge made by President
Johnson in a statement on December 18,
1964. In his remarks the President an-
nounced two bold yet prudent decisions
regarding the Panama Canal. He said in
effect that the United States should press
forward, with Panama and other inter-
ested governments, in plans and prepara-
tions for a sea level canal in this area.
The President's second decision was to
propose to the Government of Panama
the negotiation of an entirely new treaty
on the existing Panama Canal.

In order to meet these needs of the fu-
ture, negotiations between the United
States and Panama have been proceed-
ing in a climate of friendship and mutual
regard.

In this joint statement of progress the
two countries clearly recognize their
mutual responsibility for the effective
operation and defense of the existing
Panama Canal and any new canal which
may be constructed in the future.

I heartily endorse these substantive
agreements that have been reached so far
by the United States and Panama and I
look forward with confidence to the new
treaties which will benefit the welfare of
the hemisphere and provide for the pro-
tection and the promotion of peaceful
world trade.

THE ANSWERS TO QUESTIONS
ASKED ABOUT HOME RULE

Mr. GETTYS. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the gentleman
from New York [Mr. MULTER] may ex-
tend his remarks at this point in the
Recorp and include extraneous matter.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
South Carolina?

There was no objection.

Mr. MULTER. Mr. Speaker, in the
staff synopsis forwarded to our col-
leagues by the chairman of the House
Distriect Committee are 65 questions, re-
produced on pages 68 to 71 of that docu-
ment, which were propounded during the
course of the hearing in the other body
on S. 268 and S. 1118, the latter being
the bill passed by the Senate.

It should be borne in mind that the
questions were propounded with refer-
ence to the bills pending before the Sen-
ate and not with reference to the bill as
passed by the Senate. They are further
outdated by the introduction on Wednes-
day, September 22, of H.R. 11218 which
I will offer as a substitute when the
home rule bill is read for amendment.

Since some of our colleagues may
nevertheless be interested in the answers
to those questions we have every right
to expect that the answers would be set
forth in the staff synopsis together with
the questions so as to avoid the inference
that these questions were left unan-
swered. The questions were fully and
completely answered and appear in the
record of the printed hearings at pages
300 to 321 thereof. Copies of the printed
record are available.

In order to expedite access thereto I
am pleased to set forth the answers to
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those questions exactly as they appear
in the printed record of the hearings,
as follows:

GOVERNMENT OF THE DIsTRICT
OF COLUMBIA, EXECUTIVE OFFICE,
Washington, D.C., March 23, 1965.

Hon. ALAN BIBLE,

Chairman, Committee on the District of Co-
lumbia, U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C.
DeAR SENATOR BisrLE: Reference is made to

your letter dated March 11, 1965, enclosing

a copy of questions presented to the com-

mittee by Benator WinsTon PROUTY regard-

ing 8. 1118, the home rule bill,

In accordance with the committee’s re-
quest, I enclose a statement setting forth our
views regarding each of the questions. These
views have been discussed in detail with rep-
resentatives of the Bureau of the Budget and
are consistent with the views of the admin-
istration.

Sincerely yours,
WALTER N, TOBRINER,
President, Board of Commissioners,
Distriet of Columbia.

1. On page 7, line 12, “publish” is defined.

Question. Wouldn't it be wise to define
“publish” so that one newspaper is not re-
warded with all the District's legal notices?

Answer, Except where competitive bids are
required for the more expensive advertise-
ments, any possibility of one newspaper ac-
quiring a monopoly of the District’s legal
notices is avoided by the rotating of the
placement of notices on the basis of dollar
volume. At the discretion of the District
Council, this policy may be continued. A
specific statement on this point in 8. 1118
is neither necessary nor desirable.

Question, Why not require publication in
two or more newspapers of general circula-
tion or by radio or television, as is done in
some Western States?

Answer. The definition is broad enough to
permit publication in two or more newspa-
pers successively, Regarding the use of radio
and TV as a means of serving public notice,
each of these media has disadvantages. A
facsimile ballot, for example, cannot be
transmitted by radio; extensive texts can-
not effectively be presented over either radio
or TV. Both media have in the past given
wide publicity to ecivic events in spot an-
nouncements and regular programs of 15 to
30 minutes’ duration. The legal community,
however, has not come to rely on either radio
or TV for the detailed printed information
it needs. In any event, the reference to
newspapers in a definition of “publication”
would not appear to be a bar to the use of
other news media in those specific instances
where such use would prove to be more effec-
tive.

1. On page 8, beginning with line 5, the
status of the District after enactment is set
out. Included in the discussion of status is
this sentence: “The District of Columbia
shall remain and continue a body corporate,
as provided in section 2 of the Revised Stat-
utes relating to sald District.” Now a de-
clslon construing that section, United States
ez rel. Daly v. Macfarland, 28 App. D.C. 552,
pointed out that the District was to possess
no sovereign or legislative power. Clearly,
it 1s not the intent of the framers of the
bill to include that interpretation of section
2 of the Revised Statutes of the District of
Columbia when the section is incorporated
by reference into the charter.

Question. What description of the Dis-
trict’s sovereign and legislative powers would
you suggest including instead?

How should this section of the bill be
amended?

Answer. The act of February 21, 1871 (16
Stat. 419), provided for a Governor, a secre-
tary, a board of public works, and a legis-
lative assembly for the District, The first
section of that act provided—
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‘“s & s That all that part of the territory
of the United States included within the
limits of the District of Columbia be, and
the same is hereby, created into a govern-
ment by the name of the District of Colum-
bia, by which name it is hereby constituted
a body corporate for municipal purposes,
and may contract and be contracted with,
sue and be sued, plead and be impleaded,
have a seal, and exercise all other powers of a
municipal corporation not inconsistent with
the Constitution and laws of the United
States and the provisions of this Act.”

The act approved June 20, 1874 (18 Stat.
116), repealed provisions of law relating to
the government established by the act of
1871 and established a temporary commission
form of government.

The Revised Statutes of the District of
Columbia was a codification of District of
Columbia laws, restating provision of the act
of 1871 which created the territorial form of
government. This revision was in prepara-
tion over a considerable period of time, and
carries the legend “Approved June 22, 1874."

The paradoxical situation of Congress on
June 20, 1874, repealing the territorial form
of government, and on June 22, 1874, re-
creating that territorial form, is clarified by
the Supreme Court declision, District of
Columbia v. Thompson, 346 U.S. 100 at page
110, where, in footnote 7, the Court said:

“Although the compilation of these stat-
utes carries the notation ‘Approved June 22,
1874, it appears that the President actually
approved the bill on June 20, 1874. BSee
House Journal, 43d Congress, 1st sess., pp.
1286-1287."

Section 2 of the Revised Statutes pro-
vided:

“The District is created a government by
the name of the District of Columbia, by
which name it is constituted a body corpo-
rate for municipal purposes, and may con-
tract and be contracted with, sue and be
sued, plead and be impleaded, have a seal,
and exercise all other powers of a municipal
corporation not inconsistent with the Con-
stitution and laws of the United States and
the provisions of this title.”

It is clear that on June 20, 1874, by the
two enactments of that date, Congress abol-
ished the territorial form of government for
the District of Columbia, but retained the
corporate shell of a municipal corporation,
thus making it possible for Congress to pro-
vide another form of government, -

Thus, by the act of June 20, 1874 (18 Stat.
116), Congress provided a temporary com-
mission form of government for the munici-
pal corporation. By the act of June 11, 1878
(20 Stat. 102), established the commission
form of government on a permanent basis.

8. 1118, if enacted, would again change the
form of the government of the District of
Columbia. The draftsmen of the bill felt it
necessary to preserve and continue the
status of the District of Columbia as a mu-
nicipal corporation, established by section 2
of the Revised Statutes,

Question 2 implies that the bill should
constitute the District of Columbia as a
separate soverelgnty. This is beyond the
power of the Congress. Article 1, section 8,
clause 17, of the Constitution provides that
the Congress shall have power * * * To ex-
ercise exclusive legislation in all cases what-
soever, over * * * the seat of the Govern-
ment of the United States * * *.”

On the matter of soverelignty within the
geographical area known as the District of
Columbia, attention is called to Metropoli-
tan Railroad Company V. Distriet of Colum-
bia, 182 U S. 1, at pages 8 and 9, reading as
follows:

“1. The first question, therefore, will be,
whether the Distirct of Columbia is, or is
not, a municipal body merely, or whether i
has such a sovereign character, or is so iden-
fled with or representative of the sovereign-
ty of the United States as to be entitled to
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the prerogatives and exemptions of
sovereignty.”

- ] * * -

“It i{s undoubtedly true that the District
of Columbia is a separate political commu-
nity in a certain sense, and in that sense may
be called a State; but the sovereign power
of this qualified State is not lodged in the
corporation of the District of Columbia, but
in the Government of the United States.
Its supreme legislative body 1s Congress.
The subordinate legislative powers of a mu-
nicipal character which have been or may be
lodged in the city corporations, or in the
District corporation, do not make those
bodies sovereign. Crimes committed in the
District are not crimes against the District,
but against the United States. Therefore,
whilst the District may, in a sense, be called
a State, it iz such in a very qualified
sense L —'"

The fact that the bill would change the
form of the government of the District does
not alter its status as a municipal corpora-
tion. It was pointed out in Barnes v. Dis-
trict of Columbia, 91 U.S. 540, at page 544—
554, that:

“A municipal corporation, in the exercise
of all its duties, including those most strictly
local or internal, is but a department of the
State. The Legislature may give it all the
powers such a being 1s capable of receiv-
ing, making it a minlature State within its
locality. Again, it may strip it of every
power, leaving it a corporation in name only;
and it may create and recreate these changes
as often as it chooses, or it may itself exer-
cise directly within the locality any or all
the powers usually committed to a muniei-
pality. We do not regard its acts as some-
times those of an agency of the State, and
at others those of a municipality, but that,
its character and nature remaining at all
times the same, it is great or small according
as the Legislature shall extend or contract
the sphere of its action.”

The District of Columbia does not have,
and cannot be given, soverelgn power unless
the Constitution be amended. Therefore,
no suggestion for amending section 201 is
offered.

3. On page 9, commencing with line 9,
there is provided a council of 15 members
from 15 different wards. There is no guar-
antee whatsoever that there will be two-
party representation in the council.

Question. Do you see any need for a two-
party system in the District and how would
you amend this bill, if at all, to guarantee
two-party participation?

Answer. A two-party system in the District
of Columbia Is desirable. However, two-
party participation in the government can-
not be legislated. You can only legislate
to provide every opportunity for two-party
representation. Therefore, specific provision
guaranteeing two-party representation would
be inappropriate.

Question. What would be your reaction to
providing for a five-ward system with five
persons elected from each ward, no more than
four of whom would be of the same party?

Answer. At least one councilman of the
proposed five elected from each ward to be
a different party has some merit in that the
4-to-1 representation roughly equates the
present registration ratio of the two major
national parties in the District of Columbia.
However, if this registration should change
to, say, 9 to 1, the situation may result in
having one-fifth of the council represent
only one-tenth of the registered voters. Con-
sequently, the language of section 301 of
8. 1118, as presently written, is preferred.

4, On page 9, line 22, restrictions are put
on those desirous of becoming members of
the council. They cannot hold other elective
public office or an appointive position paid
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for out of District of Columbia funds. “Ap-
pointive" here is not defined.

Question. It would not mean one holding
a District government position as an em-
ployee under a civil service or merit system,
would 1t?

Answer. All employees of the District gov-
ernment, including members of the Board
of Commissioners, hold appointive offices.
Therefore, District of Columbia employees,
including those holding District positions
under a civil service or merit system, would
not be eligible for membership on the Dis-
trict Council under present terms of section
302 of S. 1118, This section does not pro-
hibit any such person from standing for
election to the council, but if elected, resig-
nation from the appointive office held would
be mandatory.

Question. Could a member of the Presi-
dent's Cabinet with the proper residence and
voting qualifications be a member of the
council?

Answer. Yes, but it is understood that he
could not remain a member of the Presi-
dent's Cabinet if he also held such a local
office.

Question. Could the head of any of the
independent regulatory agencies also hold
membership on the city counecil?

Answer, Yes; but it is understood that he
could not remain head of the independent
regulatory agency if he also held such a
local office. .

It would seem to me that any nonelected
Federal officlal who met the residence and
voting requirements might also be a member
of the city council; additionally, any District
or Columbia government employee who didn’t
hold an appointive office could also be on
the city council.

Question. Because the new city govern-
ment and the Federal Government are both
competing and concurrent sovereigns
wouldn’t this arrangement open up grave
questions of ethics and loyalty between
masters?

Answer. The question presented contem-
plates that the Federal and District
Governments are “competing and con-
current soverelgns” and that such an ar-
rangement could open up questions of ethics
and loyalty between masters. This is an
erroneous assumption. The District gov-
ernment is not a sovereign, The only sov-
ereign in the District is the Federal Govern-
ment. See answer to question 2 preceding.
Also, it is to be noted that District em-
ployees cannot serve on the council.

5. Each member of the councll, except the
chairman, is to get $9,000 per year; yet he
can also be a District or Federal employee.
If public employees are excluded from mem-=-
bership on the council a large segment of
the city’s population will be made ineligible
for participation. (It is estimated that 213,.
000 out of & total of 803,000 residents are
public employees.)

Question. Should the council be available
for moonlighting by those already on public
salary?

Answer. Yes; if they can do so without
detriment to their jobs. The District coun-
cil should not be deprived of their reservoir
of talent. However, District employees could
not serve in view of the provisions of section
302,

Question. Would you recommend that
public employees participating as council
members have their compensation reduced
by their salary from public funds? See sec-
tion 903 on bottom of page 76 and top of
page T17.

Answer. No; because it 1s assumed that
their council work would not be detrimental
to their performance as public employees.

6. How do these council salaries compare
with the salaries pald persons in similar
capacities in citles of comparable size?
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Salaries of councilmen in cities with 500,000
or more population

1060 City council
Name of city tion (in
thou- Number | Annual
sands) of salary
members

7,782 35 $10, 000

3, 550 50 8, 000

2,479 15 12, 000

2,003 17 5, 000

1,670 9 12, 000

939 21 6, 500

938 9 8, 600

876 33 5, 000

Washington, D,C. ;. 1 POSs| WE=t. - ol
8t. Louis, Mo__.____. 750 29 5,000
Milwaukee, Wis._..... 741 20 9,000
San Francisco, Calif__ 740 11 4,800
Boston, Mass......._. 697 9 5,000
Dallas, Tex.....__.... 679 9 1,040
New Orleans, La_.___ 627 7 10, 000
Pittsburgh, Pa.. 604 L B s
San Antonio, Te: 1 587 9 1,040
San Diego, Calif 573 7 5,000
Seattle, Wash. . 557 9 10, 000
Buffalo, N.Y_.__ I 532 15 8, 500
Cineinnati, Ohio__.__ 502 9 8, 000

! City manager form,
Source: The Muniecipal Yearbook, 1964, pp. 92-93,

7. Question. Should some limit be placed
on the so-called additional allowances for ex-
penses available for the Council’s use on its
own motion?

Answer. See answer to No. 88,

8. On page 11, beginning on line 5, the
Board of Commissioners is abolished, and
all provisions of law relating to the Board or
the individual Commissioners and their as-
sistants are repealed.

Question. What happens to the employees
of the Board and the individual Commission-
ers and their assistants? What job security
and protection are provided for them?

It is my reading of section 1001(c), ap-
pearing on pages 78 and 79 that the new
city government is under no obligation to
keep them. Technically, they are trans-
ferred to the Council along with the prop-
erty, records, and unappropriated funds but
the Council can fire them if they find them
unnecessary to the performance of Council
functions.

‘What appeals procedures are open to them?
Sectlon 1001(d) implies that their civil serv-
ice status is protected only if they are trans-
ferred to other jobs but is not protected
when they are fired.

Answer. Employees transferred to the
Council who have civil service status prior
to transfer, would retain their civil service
status, rights, and protections after trans-
fer. As to the individual Commissioners, no
Jjob protection is specified for them. How-
ever, since the Commissioners are appointed
by the President with the advice and consent
of the Senate, it does not seem justified that
such a law as is proposed in 8. 1118 should
furnish protection to Presidential appointees.
As to employees separated after transfer to
the Councl], such employees would retain all
protection now held by them by virtue of sec-
tion 402(4) of the bill (including such ap-
peal rights to the U.S. Civil SBervice Com-
mission as they now have if fired), or would
be given coverage under a system provided
for by the proposed Council.

9. Section 321(b) on page 11 reads like
the 10th Amendment to the U.S. Constitu-
tion., All the powers of the former Board of
Commissioners not specifically conferred on
the Mayor are reserved to the Council. One
of the powers specifically conferred on the
Mayor appears on page 30, lne 17, to-wit:
“He is authorized to issue and enforce such
administrative orders, not inconsistent with
any act of the Congress or any act of the
Council, as are n to carry out his
functions and duties.” Read these two pro-
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vislons together and all that is said is the
Council can do everything the Board of Com-=
missioners did that the Mayor isn’t delegated
and the Mayor can do everything the Board
could do that the Council isn't delegated.
But with few exceptions there is nowhere in
the bill a clear delineation of responsibilities
belonging to the Council and a delineation
of responsibilities belonging to the Mayor.

Question. What amendment would you of-
fer to prevent a vacuum of power or a stale-
mate of power between the Mayor and Coun-
cil?

Answer. The bill clearly gives to the Coun-
cil the legislative power and to the Mayor the
executive function. Amendments are not
believed necessary.

10. Section 322, on page 11, calls for the
abolishment of the Board of Education and
gives the Council the power to exercise its
function in such manner and with such per-
sons as it sees fit.

Question. What becomes of the employees
of the Board?

Answer, The status of the employees of
the Board of Education is covered under sec-
tion 402(3) of S. 1118, which reads in part:

“s # * The officers and employees of each
agency with respect to which Ilegislative
power is delegated by this act and which,
immediately prior to the effective date of this
section, was not subject to the adminis-
trative control of the Board of Commisioners
of the District, shall continue to be appoint-
ed and removed in accordance with appli-
cable laws until such time as such laws may
be superseded by legislation passed by the
Councll establishing a permanent District
government merit system or systems based
on merit, pursuant to section 402(4).”

Question. Do they get the same summary
treatment as the employees of the Board of
Commissioners?

Answer, Employees of the Board of Com-~
missioners would not be given “summary
treatment” under S. 1118. Section 402(4)
provides that the District merit system to be
established by legislation of the Council
“ghall provide for persons employed by the
District government immediately preceding
the effective date of such system or systems
personnel benefits, including but not limited
to pay, tenure, leave, retirement, health, and
life insurance, and employee disability and
death benefits, all at least equal to those pro-
vided by legislation enacted by Congress and
applicable to such officers and employees im-
mediately prior to the effective date of the
system or systems established pursuant to
this act.”

Section 1001(a) provides for transfer of
personnel from abolished agencles to the
agencles succeeding to their functions.

Section 1001(c) specifies procedures for re-
transferring “excess” personnel to other po-
sitions in the District or Federal Govern-
ments or for separation from the service.

Question. Are no standards to be imposed
for the exercise of the functions now held by
the Board?

Answer. Such standards as are now pre-
scribed in existing law remaln unchanged.
Declsions as to new or additional standards
should be left to the judgment of the Coun-
cil and the Mayor. Under present law a
Board member has to be a resident of the
Distriet for 6 years preceding appointment
to the Board.

Question. Under this bill the Council could
appoint someone to the Board who had just
that day moved into the District; could it
not?

Answer. It 1s possible but highly improb-
able. In any event, it 18 intended that this
be decided by the Council.

One-third of the Board members now are
women.

Question. Is there no requirement to con-
tinue this practice in the bill?

Answer. There is no such requirement in
the bill. However, if and when the Mayor
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and Council set up a new “education agency,”
there is nothing to preclude them from pre-
scribing specific qualifications for its mem-
bers such as residency or sex.

Question, In fact, the Council is not even
required to appoint a new Board, is it?

Answer., No, it is not.

Question. It could perform those functions
forever under this bill, couldn’'t it?

Answer. Yes, it could, but it is improbable
that it would.

Question. What would become of the Su-
perintendent who held office on the effective
date of this section?

Answer. He would be retained under sec-
tion 402(3), although the Counecil could re-
move him in accordance with applicable law.
(Sec. 31-108, District of Columbia Code.)

Question. If no new Board of Education
were created, but its functions were instead
delegated to some third body what would
happen to all the laws and regulations de-
pendent upon the existence of a Board of
Education? (Secs.31-105 et seq. of the Dis-
trict of Columbia Code.)

Answer. The problem is adequately taken
care of by section 1002, continuing in effect
statutes and regulations (and “other ac-
tions”) after functions are transferred and
relating references to the abolished agency
to the agency to which the functions are
transferred.

11. Section 322(a) (2) at page 12 abolishes
the Zoning Commission and transfers 1ts
functions to the Council. Now under exist-
ing law the Architect of the Capitol and the
Director of the National Park Service sit
with the Commissioners.

Question. If this Commission is abol-
ished, what assurances can you give me that
the interests of the Federal Government in
the beauty and livability of this Federal Dis~
trict will be adequately represented and pro-
tected in the exercise of these important
functions?

Answer. The Federal interest would be
protected through the development of the
comprehensive plan by the National Capital
Planning Commission—a Federal agency.
The comprehensive plan includes zoning and
land uses. Also, nothing would preclude the
mayor from appointing the Architects of the
Capitol and the Director of National Capital
Parks to any agency to which the functions
of the abolished Zoning Commission might
be delegated.

In addition, section 337(a), prescribing
procedure for zoning acts, requires su -
sion of each act to the Planning Commission.
Should the Council, after recelving recom-
mendations from the Planning Commission,
act contrary thereto, the act could be vetoed
by the President if he felt the Federal inter-
est would be adversely affected.

12. Likewise, section 322(a) (3) diminishes
the Federal representation on Boards having
power over Federal Interests. This section
turns the power of appointment to the Arm-
ory Board over to the mayor. Presently, the
Congress, operating through Iits District
Committee, has the power to appoint the
third member to the Armory Board; the bill
would take Federal representation away, leav-
ing it to the mayor's discretion whether or
not the Federal interest was represented.

Question. How can the Federal Govern-
ment be expected to retain an enlightened
concurrent interest in the conduct of affairs
in the District if it 1s to be so carefully ex-
cluded from its current offices jointly held
with local authorities?

Answer. The Federal Government s not
excluded from holding office on the new
Armory Board. The bill merely does not
specify its representative as a member of any
such new agency. The mayor and council
could request the Commanding General of
the National Guard or any other Federal offi-
clal to serve on the new agency. ]

Section 2-1705, District of Columbia Cod
requires the setting aside for the exclusive
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use of the militia of parts of the Armory,
which shall be under the control of the Com=
manding General, District of Columbia Na-
tional Guard. The section also provides that
the drill hall and parts of the Armory not set
aside for the exclusive use of the militia
shall be available to the militia under sched-
ules for jolnt use made by the Armory Board
80 a8 to carry out the intent of the act. The
District National Guard is under the control
of the President and is a Federal agency.
(O’Toole v. U.S., 208 F. 2d 913.)

18. Again in subparagraph 5 of section
322(a) the Federal participation is extin-
guished. The Redevelopment Land Agency
presently has five members: two appointed
by the President and three appointed by the
Board of Commissioners. All five were to be
appointed with the advice and consent of the
Senate. Now this bill eliminates the Presi-
dent’s influence entirely, gives the mayor the
right of appointment over all five and elimi-
nates the Senate’s role of advice and consent.

Question. What power would the Federal
Government have to control the redevelop-
ment of the Capitol Hill area?

Question. Since the Federal Government
is the largest property holder in the District
shouldn’t some means be provided for pro-
mgn of Its interests in the redevelopment

Question. Is the Federal Government re-
duced to appearing at public hearings as just
another constituent of the District Govern-
ment?

Answer. The National Capital Planning
Commission, a Federal agency, is vested with
the authority both to designate redevelop-
ment project boundaries and to adopt rede-
velopment plans (6 D.C. Code 705(b) (1)
and (2)). Therefore, RLA could not uni-
laterally undertake redevelopment without
Federal approval of the Capital Hill area or
any other area of the District. Moreover,
the President could veto approval action by
the Council (required by HHFA) respecting
any redevelopment project. Therefore, the
allegation that the President’s influence is
eliminated entirely is incorrect. Finally,
action of Congress could nullify any such
Pproposed redevelopment.

14. This same sectlon transferring the en-
tire Redevelopment Land Agency to the Dis-
trict keeps intact some of the guldelines for
appointment to the Agency that appear in
the present law. Namely, the appointee
must have residence in the District and
three of them shall have been engaged in
private industry, business, and practice.

Question. Why Impose guidelines for ap-
pointments to the RLA on the mayor and
impose no guidelines for transfer of the fune-
tions of the Board of Education on the
Council?

1s urban renewal somehow a more sensitive
area than education?

Answer, The Redevelopment Land Agency
is a Government corporation. However, it
does carry on what is essentlally a municipal
function. Therefore, it was deemed desir.
able to bring it more closely under the Dis-
trict government. However, a3 & COIpOra-
tion, it could not be abolished and trans-
ferred without doing damage to its fiscal
structure and casting a shadow on its out-
standing obligations. Therefore, it was
transferred intact as a corporation to the
District government and its management
changed by providing for all appointments
by the mayor. This is comparable to prac-
tice in most cities where the redevelopment
agency is generally a Government corporation
with its board appointed by the mayor by
and with the advice and consent of the city
council.

This was not the case with the Board of
Education. There abolition and transfer of
functions will enable the new government
to organize the educational function along
lines consonant with best current municipal
practice.
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15. Subparagraph 6 of section 322(a) abol-
ishes the Public Service Commission, the
Recreation Board, the Board of Zoning Ad-
justment and the Zoning Advisory Council;
all their functions are transferred to the
Council. Let's take a look at the Federal
interest with respect to each of these.

The Public Service Commission now con-
sists of three members, all, in effect, ap-
pointed by the President. The Federal Gov-
ernment is far and away the largest user of
utility services in the District. Yet, Federal
participation on this Commission is totally
eliminated unless the District Council later
sees fit to invite participation.

Question, Is my understanding correct,
that the Federal Government's interest in
utility service and rates can only be pro-
tected by attendance as a constituent at
public hearings, if any, are held by the suc-
cessor to the Public Services Commission,
or by congressional legislation or Presiden-
tial veto?

Do you think it is fitting for the National
Government to be reduced to the role of
constituent in utility rate proceedings?

Should the only ultimate Federal remedy
be the assumption of the rate regulation
functions through congressional action?

Answer, The Federal Government's only
connection with the Public Service Commis-
slon 1s through the appointment process.
However, neither the Engineer Commission
nor the two public members appointed di-
rectly to the Commission by the President
are there as representatives of the Federal
Government. Their function is to regulate
services and charges to the optimum interest
of both the utilities and the consumers, the
latter of which includes the Federal Gov-
ernment. Similarly, before Federal and
State regulatory bodies the Federal Govern-
ment appears as a consumer, albelt fre-
quently the largest single consumer, but
without any special status. This legislation
would not change the existing relationship
between the Federal Government and the
Public Service Commission or such succes-
sor organization as might be established
under the home rule legislation.

The Recreation Board presently has rep-
resentatives from the Board of Education
(which is abolished by this bill and not
otherwise provided for), and the Super-
intendent of National Capital Parks, ex of-
ficlo, representing the interests of the Na-
tional Capital Reglon of the National Park
Service. It is particularly important to have
Federal representation on the Recreation
Board to act as lialson with Federal officials
of the National Capital Planning Commis-
slon, who, acting as a body under title I
of the District of Columbia Code, section
1012, determine the Federal participation
in land acquisition and development for
parks for the Natlonal Capital area. Under
that section the Natlonal Capital Planning
Commission may, In its discretion, turn
control of some of the park land over to
the District for playground areas.

Question. What happens when this liaison
is eliminated?

What happens to park planning and de-
velopment for the District?

Does the new government have the power
to acquire and develop park land and recre-
ational facilities?

Or, will park land acquisition and develop-
ment still be up to the Natlomal Capital
Planning Commission? I note that the
NCPC is not abolished by this bill if enacted.

Does that mean that all its power over
District affalrs that it now exercises it will
retain?

Can you foresee any conflicting or compet-
ing functions of the Natlonal Capital Plan-
ning Commission and the new government?

‘Who will be in charge of the overall parks
and recreation planning for the District?

Answer. The Recreation Board is abolished
and its functions transferred to the council.
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It is reasonable to assume that the council
in providing for carrying out the functions
now carried on by the Commission will rec-
ognize the need for laison with the Park
Service and the National Capital Planning
Commission with respect to parks and recre-
atlon, even as it will have a variety of func-
tions where close coordination with Federal
agencles 1s obvlously necessary. There is no
agency presently with overall responsibility
for park and recreation planning. However,
these functions are coordinated under a
Technical Coordinating Committee in which
various Federal and District agencies par-
ticipate. The new government would, of
course, have authority to acquire and de-
velop parks and recreational facilities even
as does the present government.

Without dwelling too long on the role of
the National Capital Planning Commission
let me clarify one area. This agency is left
essentlially intact by this bill, isn't 1t? And,
it is charged with very broad authority in
municipal affairs, isn’t it? For example, it is
charged with “preparing and adopting a com-
prehensive, consistent, and coordinated plan”

‘which “shall include * * * recommendations

or proposals for Federal and District devel-
opments or projects in the environs” and
may deal with, among other things the gen-
eral location, arrangement, character, and
extent of highways, streets, bridges, viaducts,
subways, major thoroughfares, and other fa-
cllities for handling traffic; parks, parkways,
and recreation areas, and the facilities for
thelr development and use; public buildings
and structures including monuments and
memorials, public reservations or property,
such as alrports and parking areas, institu-
tions and open spaces; land use, zoning and
the density or distribution of population;
public utilities and services for the trans-
portation of people and goods or the supply
of community facilities, etc.” (40 U.S.C,
sec. 7lc(b)). Additionally, it recommends
6-year public works projects and amend-
ments to the =zoning code, and reviews
changes or additions to the regulations deal-
ing with the platting or subdivision of the
land as are submitted to it by the District
government. Its work Is supported with
appropriations out of the Federal Treasury.
It is empowered to buy lands for park pur-
poses; it can lease land; the District govern-
ment must get the approval of the Commis-
sion before it can dispose of real estate
owned in fee simple by the District but no
longer required for public purposes.

The Natlonal Capital Planning Commis-
slon consists of five eminent citizens ap-
pointed by the President and only two of
whom need be bona fide residents of the
District or environs. Only one of such resi-
dents shall be selected out of three nomi-
nated by the District Council set up by this
bill. The President designates a Chairman
of the Commission. ExX officlo members of
the Commission are the Chief of Engineers
of the Army, someone appointed by the
mayor under this bill to fill the seat for-
merly held by the Engineer Commissioner
for the District, the Director of the National
Park Service, the Commissioner of Public
Buildings, Federal Highway Administrator,
and the House and Senate District Commit-
tee Chairmen. So, out of 12 members of
the Commission, the District government
set up by this bill has only 2 representatives,
and 1 of them is an ex officlo member.

Question. Do you know of any other mu-
nicipal government which lacks control of
its municipal planning process and relin-
quishes such extensive powers of land use
control and aequisition to an independent
body such as the National Capital Planning
Commission?

Here the balance of interest seems to be
overwelghted in favor of the Federal Gov-
ernment to the detriment of the local gov-
ernment which can hardly be expected to
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properly run its own affairs without power
over its municipal planning and land use.

Question. Yet, it would seem imprudent
for the Federal Government to completely
relinquish its control over planning and
land-use questions, wouldn't it?

Answer. The National Capital Planning
Commission remains as a Federal agency
with its statutory authority virtually un-
touched (except as with respect to zoning
and membership on agencies abolished or
transferred by 8. 1118).

In the response of the Deputy Director of
the Bureau of the Budget to Senator BIBLE'S
letter of March 12, they point out that the
administration recognizes the importance of
the planning function to municipal gov-
ernment. However, since the local and Fed-
eral interests are so closely intertwined in
current organization for this function, they
recommend that any reorganization should
be undertaken separately after careful study
by the Federal Government and the new
District government.

16. It is interesting to note that the sub-
paragraph 6 of section 322(a), which touched
off the whole discussion of the role of the
National Planning Commission vis-a-vis the
new government, abolishes the Board of Zon-
ing Adjustment and the Zoning Advisory
Couneil, which under present law have rep-
resentatives from the Natlonal Capital Plan-
ning Commission. So, while the powers and
authorities of the NCPC are preserved, their
liaison with corresponding offices in the new
government is eliminated.

Question. How do you explain the reason-
ing behind this treatment?

Answer, Since a close connection exists be-
tween zoning and planning, it is reasonable
to assume that the Council, when provid-
ing the organizational means for carrying
out the zoning function, will also provide for
appropriate liaison with the National Capital
Planning Commission.

For all agencies abolished and functions
transferred to the Council there is provision
in S. 1118 for a transitional period, so that
there is no break in the performance of those
flix;\c;uons. (See section 321(b) and 1301(b)

17. Section 322(b) provides a 180-day tran-
sition period after the effective date of the
section, during which time the agencies abol-
ished by the section shall continue to oper-
ate unless otherwise directed by the District
Council. In that interim period, where ex-
isting law read “Commissioner” or Board of
Commissioners, their function is to be car-
ried out by the Mayor or his delegate. As I
read this subsection, while one of these agen-
cies is abolished on the effective date of the
section and the Council, in several instances,
has 6 months to set up a successor organiza-
tion, the Mayor can joyfully spend that time
making 6-month appointments to an agency
that will later fall under the domain of the
Couneil.

Question. Why wasn't the Council per-
mitted to perform the functions it would in-
herit at the end of the interim period?

Answer. Under this section the Council
may exercise its control immediately, or at
any time within the 180-day period. The
180-day period, therefore, is a time limit
within which the Council may assume its re-
sponsibilities. It is entirely possible that
the Mayor may be called upon to make a lim-
ited number of short-term appointments to
fill vacancies pending the time when the
Council takes definitive action, but this is
likely to happen only in the event the posi-
tions became vacant after the Mayor takes
office and before the Council exercises its
authority.

This subsection does not appear to do any-
thing more than provide an orderly means of
accommodating the transition.

18. Read section 323 on page 14.

Question. What would prevent a hypo-
thetical vindictive Board of Commissioners,
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Mayor, or Council from delegating, revoking,
and redelegating powers just prior to the
effective date of the section, during the in-
terim period or after the interim period?
Such conduct might result if the outgoing
Board were of a different party than the
Mayor or Council, or both. What guards
should be written into this section? Could
a lame duck Board do substantial damage
to the orderly transfer of powers under this
section?

Answer. The problem posed by the ques-
tions in number 18 is inherent in any form
of government. It 1s belleved that the pres-
ent wording of section 323 is reasonable in
the light of its objective of providing an or-
derly transition to the new form of govern-
ment.

19. Section 324 deals In part with the leg-
islative scope of powers of the Council. The
new local government is made subject to
section 10 of article I of the U.8. Constitu-
tlon as though it were made a Btate by this
Charter Act.

Answer. SBection 324(a) qualifies the grant
of legislative power to the District, among
other things, as belng “subject, nevertheless,
to all restrictions and limitations imposed
upon States by the 10th section of the 1st
article of the Constitution of the United
States * * * "

The quoted language is not an attempt to
constitute the District a State.

Question, Is it to be deemed a State for
any other purposes?

Answer, The Distriet of Columbia may be
treated as a State In legislative enactments
of the Congress, and has been so treated for
many purposes, such as laws providing Fed-
eral grants and loans for urban renewal,
health programs, Social Security Act, and
regulating Interstate commerce. In those
instances, the legislation usually defines the
term “State” as including the District of
Columblia.

Question. Is commerce between the Dis-
trict and Virginia to constitute Interstate
commerce for constitutional purposes?

Answer, See the answer to the first ques-
tion under this number.

Question. Will the first 10 amendments
to the Constitution be directly applicable
against the District of Columbia because of
its relationship to the Federal Government,
or will those amendments be applicable
against the District only insofar as the 14th
amendment applies?

Answer., The first 10 amendments to the
Constitution are applicable in the District
of Columbia. Neither the Congress nor the
Council may pass a bill of attainder or an
ex post facto law, or dispense with trial by
jury or establish a religion. The 14th
amendment does not apply. Hamilton Na-
tional Bank v. District of Columbia, 81 U.S.
App. D.C. 200; Bolling v. Sharpe, 347 US,
497.

Question. Is the District to have the pow-
ers reserved to the States by the 10th amend-
ment to the Constitution?

Answer, The powers granted to the Dis-
trict are those which the charter gives. See
section 324(a) providing that, subject to 1im-
itations, the legislative power “shall extend
to all rightful subjects of legislation within
sald Distriet, consistent with the Constitu-
tion of the United States and the provisions
ctthisact * = ="

Question. Will the Distriet's change in
status affect in any way existing compacts
between the District and neighboring juris-
dictions?

Answer. To avold any question as to
whether the change in status respecting the
form of government in the District will affect
existing compacts between the District and
neighboring jurisdictions, section 1002(b),
should be amended by inserting “compact”
in line 22, page 79, Immediately before the
word “contract”.
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20. In section 324, mention is made that
the new District Government is not to have
any new authority over the Washington
Aqueduct which, I understand, 1s presently
under the jurisdiction of the Army Corps of
Engineers.

Question. Why was it felt desirable not to
turn over to the new government control of
its water system?

Answer., A history of the Washington
Aqueduct is summarized in House Document
No. 480, T9th Congress, at pages 178 and 179.
It is there stated in the early history of
Washington the water supply was by numer=-
ous springs and wells. With the growth of
the city an adequate water supply became
increasingly important. The acts of Con-
gress of September 30, 1850, and August 31,
1852, provided for a study and report on the
water supply problem. The resulting report
recommended construction of the Washing-
ton Aqueduct.

The act of March 3, 18563, authorized con-
struction of the original water supply struc-
tures under the direction of the Corps of
Engineers, U.S. Army.

In 1882 by congressional action, control of
the distribution system was placed under the
District Commissioners and responsibility for
supply continued under the Chief of Engi-
neers. Numerous acts of Congress over the
years continued the arrangement mentioned
above. Apparently Congress felt it desirable
that responsibility for the aqueduct or the
supply system be continued in the Corps of
Engineers and that the responsibility for the
distribution system remain in the District
government, These arrangements include
the handling of the sale and distribution of
water from this system to suburban juris-
dictions such as Arlington County and to the
Pentagon.

The relationship has been a long and satis-
factory one and since there seemed to be
nothing to be galned from removing the
Army Corps of Engineers from their histori-
cal responsibility, the legislation was drafted
in this manner.

21. Likewlise, the section states that the
new government is to have no greater au-
thority over the Natiomal Zoological Park,
which is presently under the Smithsonian
Institution, but the funds for which pass
through the Appropriations Subcommittee
for the District.

Question. Is it the intention of the framers
of this bill that Congress shall no longer have
to appropriate for the =zoo, but its share
of the cost of operation will be represented
in the new Federal payment scheme pro-
vided for in the bill?

Under this new Federal payment formula,
federally held lands are assessed as if they
were taxable. But excluded from computa-
tion are federally owned parklands.

Question. Do you consider the zoo as park-
land?

Question. Would the zoo property be ex-
cluded from the assessment formula of the
Federal payment plan but still be financed
solely out of the District’s funds?

Answer. Existing arrangements regarding
the zoo will be unchanged, therefore under
the provisions of this bill the operating ex-
penses of the zoo would be included in the
District budget by the mayor and submitted
to the council. Upon adoption of the
budget by the council funds will be trans-
ferred to the Smithsonlan Institution for
the operation of the zoo for the ensuing year.
Funds required for capital outlay would re-
main the responsibility of the Federal Gov-
ernment through the Smithsonian Institu-
tion.

The zoo is considered parkland and there-
fore is not included in the assessment for-
mula used to determine the Federal pay-
ment.

22, This sectlon also says that the new
government shall have no new authority over
the Natlonal Guard for the District. Yet,
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section 322 removes the commanding gen-
eral of the District of Columbla Militia from
the armory board and puts all appointments
to the board in the hands of the mayor.

Question. How i1s the National Guard to
be protected in its use of the armory with
its commander off the board?

Answer. The basic law pertaining to the
use of the armory is not modified by this
charter and therefore the National Guard
would continue to have its rights and privi-

leges. (See sec. 2-1705, District of Columbia
Oode.)) (See also question 12 and the an-
SWer.

23. Question. Outside of the question of
enforcement, what is the practical difference
between assessing the Federal Government
for real and personal property taxes lost be-
cause of the presence of Federal property
in the District and imposing a tax directly
on Federal Government property?

Answer. There is an implication here that
the District is taxing the Federal Govern-
ment, directly or indirectly. This is sim-
ply not so. Rather, the taxable value of Fed-
eral property if it were privately owned is
used as a measure of what would be an
equitable payment for the Federal Govern-
ment to make to the District. Some other
formula concelvably could be developed
which would provide a better measure.
Earlier Congresses used 50 percent of the
cost of running the District as an equitable
measure.

However, the most practical difference is
that the Federal Government, as taxpayer,
can unilaterally change the formula or the
payment by legislation. The District gov-
ernment as “taxing power"” cannot. Thus,
we have the exact reverse of the normal
situation where the taxing power decides
and the taxpayer has as his only remedy if
he objects recourse to the courts or the polls
This voluntary quality clearly distinguishes
the payment from a tax.

24. Question. Would the prohibition against
the lending of public credit for a private
undertaking which appears on page 15, line
21, conflict with any urban renewal objective
of the District or impair a plan for rent sub-
sidies to the needy?

Answer. No. Urban renewal is a com-
bined public and private undertaking. The
public undertaking is confined to recognized
public aspects of projects designed to facil-
itate and attract private capital. Rent sub-
sidies are outright public expenditures and
do not involve lending the public credit.

25. Question. Does a local tax exemption
for private schools work to use public money
for the support of private or sectarian schools
in violation of the provision on pages 15 and
16?

Answer. No. The existing tax exemptions
for private schools are not “a use of public
money for the support of any private or
sectarian school.” In any event, the exemp-
tions which now exist must be continued
under the clause “except as now or hereafter
authorized by Congress.”

26. Section 324(b) (5) prohibits the District
Council from enactig any legislation which
is not restricted in its application exclusively
in or to the District.

Question. Would this bar legislation au-
thorizing the District to undertake a coopera-
tive sewer or water agreement with neighbor-
ing jurisdictions?

Answer. The language is intended to pro-
hibit the District from legislating extra-
territorially and not to prohibit such things
as cooperative sewer and water agreements.
There would be no objection to clarifying
language if the committee feels it desirable.

27. Does the term “publish"” which appears
in section 324(c) have the same meaning it
has in section 101(16) ? Now suppose the Dis-
trict had mnot yet adopted the Uniform
Commercial Code (which it has). This
measure takes up 105 pages in the current
supplement to the District of Columbia Code.
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Question. Had this been passed after en-
actment of this bill would the whole unin-
telligible mass have to have been printed in a
newspaper of general circulation?

Answer. The second sentence of section
324(c) beginning at line 3, page 17, reads as
follows:

“s = * myery act (of the council) shall be
published within seven days of its passage,
as the councll may direct.”

This subsection permits the council and
the mayor to publish either a complete text
or one in condensed form with appropriate
advice as to where the complete text can be
obtained in order to achieve a satisfactory
balance of adequate notification to the public
but at reasonable expense to the city.

28. Section 824(d) requires that once the
council has passed an act and the mayor has
approved it it is presented to the President.

Question. If Congress has the power to
modify or repeal that legislation shouldn't
it also be presented to the Congress?

Likewise, if the bill goes to the President
without the mayor's signature but after the
10-day period for his approval or disapproval
has expired, shouldn't it also come to the
Congress?

Anytime one of your bills goes to the
President shouldn't 1t come to us?

Should Congress have the same power to
disapprove an act of the council within 10
days of presentation (or longer) as is ex-
tended to the President?

Answer., One of the major purposes of
home rule legislation is the streamlining of
administration of the Federal Capital, to re-
lleve the Congress of the burden of legislat-
ing on the vast array of municipal minutiae
that is necessary for carrying on the business
of a city. If the Congress were to have to
review and pass upon every act of council,
this objective would not be achleved, As a
matter of fact, the process would be even
more cumbersome than it now is, for legisla-
tion would have to go through two legislative
bodies, council and Congress.

Presidential review and veto power does
not interject an extra step in the process.
This function is now carried on in the case
of all District legislation. To the contrary,
even the burden of the Executive Office will
be lightened since action will only have to
be taken on those matters on which the Dis-
trict council has taken positive action rather
than consideration being given to the whole
array of legislative proposals being consid-
ered by Congress.

29. The bill says that Congress may legis-
late concurrently on any subject with the
Distriet council. But nowhere does the bill
set out the effect of legislation by both bodies
on the same subject which 1s complementary
in part and conflicting in part.

Question. What happens where the same
objectives are reached by both bodies but
through different mechanisms?

Which is the law?

Does the congressional legislation preempt
the field, occupy the fleld or otherwise relate
to the local legislation?

Answer. Assuming that the word “concur-
rently” in the question does not mean lit-
terally “at the same instant,” the leglslation
which is later In point of time would be
effective.

Subsection (f) of section 824, however, pro-
vides that Congress reserves the right to legis-
late for the District on any subject, whether
or not it is within the scope of legislative
power granted by the charter, including acts
to amend or repeal any law in force In the
District prior to or after passage of the bill
and any act passed by the council.

In view of the scope of legislative power
Congress 1s delegating by section 324 of the
bill, question as to whether Congress has, by
a particular act, preempted a field would have
to be determined on the basls of whether
Congress has in passing the act intended to
preempt the fleld.
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80. Section 824(g) vests control over the
municipal courts in the District Council.
Under existing law the U.S, district court and
the U.S. court of appeals perform certain
functions which would ordinarily be per=-
formed by the State courts.

Question. Because nothing in that section
is to be construed to curtail the jurisdiction
of these U.S. courts, they will continue to per-
form certain local functions, such as probate
administration and the trial of major crimi-
nal matters?

Answer. The answer to the question is in
the affirmative.

Question. Additionally, will the U.S. attor-
ney's office and the U.8. marshal continue to
perform certain local functions?

Answer. Yes, the bill does not change this
arrangement. Reimbursement for the cost
of their services would continue, as at pres-
ent.

Question. Do you see any difficulty in hav-
Ing some local judicial problems under the
control of different sovereigns?

Answer. As previously stated, there cannot
be two sovereigns in the District of Columbia.
The sole sovereign is the United States.

There 1s concurrent jurisdiction over cer-
tain eriminal and civil matters between the
court of general sessions and the U.8. district
court. Additionally, appeals may be taken
from the municipal courts to the U.S. courts
in certain situations.

Question. When these two judicial systems
are under different soverelgns is there the
poselbility that hostility could develop?

Answer. Previous comment regarding the
sole sovereign in the District of Columbia
applies to this question.

A crime tried by a local tribunal may be
appealed to a Federal tribunal solely on local
issues.

Question, Will the Federal courts have any
administrative control over the local courts?

Answer. Existing conditlons are not
changed by the bill.

Question. Can the local courts, under this
bill, elect not to continue to abide by the
Federal Rules of Civil or Criminal Procedure?

Answer. The municipal courts, as defined
in the bill, include the District of Columbia
court of appeals, the Distriet of Columbia
court of general sessions, the juvenile court,
and the tax court. All of these courts pres-
ently have rules of procedure made by the
courts themselves and are presently not re-
quired to abide by the Federal Rules of Civil
or Criminal Procedure. This authority to
make rules is given to the respective courts
by acts of Congress. The bill makes no
change.

Question. Even if the Federal courts would
retailn supervisory powers over the local
courts under this bill, the District Council
could change that relationship, couldn't it?

Answer. The supervisory powers over the
local courts cannot be changed by the
Council.

Question. What is the local Council’s power
to legislate with respect to the judiclal powers
of the District? Where does this bill spell out
the extent of these powers?

Answer. The power to legislate respecting
Judiclal powers of the District is included
in section 324, which states that—

“The legislative power of the District shall
extend to all rightful subjects of legislation
within said District * * =

Subject to comment in the following para-
graphs, further definition of the power is
unnecessary and inappropriate.

By the act of August 31, 1954 (68 Stat.
1048) Congress vested In the District of
Columbia Court of Appeals exclusive juris=-
diction to review actions of administrative
agencies of the District government in eight
categories of cases involving denial, revoca-
tion, suspension or refusal to renew licenses
or registrations necessary to engage in cer-
taln professions, vocations, trades or busi-
nesses and actions denying, revoking, or
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suspending motor-vehicle operators’ permits.
The 1954 act is now codified in section 11-
742, District of Columbia Code, and includes
a 10th category—orders of the Public Service
Commission. The act of September 6, 1960
(74 Stat. 803), authorizes licensing of prac-
tical nurses, and the act approved September
22, 1961 (75 Stat. 6578), provides for licensing
physical therapists. In both acts, Congress
provided for review by the District of Co-
lumbia Court of Appeals of acts of the licens-
ing agencies in accordance with the act of
August 31, 1954 (secs. 2-434 and 2-463, D.C.
Code).

Prior to the 1054 act persons desiring
Judicial review of administrative actions in
license matters were required, in all cases,
to seek relief in the U.S, District Court for the
District of Columbia. To the extent indi-
cated above, Congress has transferred to the
District of Columbia Court of Appeals ex-
clusive jurisdiction to grant relief.

However, it is felt that the bill should per-
mit the Council to provide by legislation
for exclusive jurisdiction in the District of
Columbia Court of Appeals to review actions
in all license cases. The following amends-
ments are, therefore, suggested: page 19, line
14, strike “subsection (g) of"; and page 19,
line 18, add the following:

“Nothing in this section shall be con-
strued as prohibiting the Council from enact-
ing legislation conferring upon the District
of Columbia court of appeals exclusive jurls-
diction to review orders and decisions of
administrative agencies of the District deny-
ing, revoking, suspending or refusing to re-
new or restore any license or registration to
engage in any profession, vocation, trade,
calling, or business, which under law is now
or hereafter required to be licensed or regis-
tered.”

31, Section 332 on page 20 provides for the
Council’s administrative staff employed un-
der compensation and terms decided on by
the Council.

Question. Is it the intent of this section to
exclude the Council employees from the civil
service or merit system of employment to be
established?

Is there no limit on what the Council em-
ployees can be paid?

Answer. It is the intent of this section of
the bill to leave to the discretion of the
Council the question of compensation of its
own employees and whether they shall be
subject to a merit system.

82, Question, Is it the intention of the
framers of this bill that each ward shall be
apportioned so that all wards will be of ap-
proximately equal size?

Answer. Section 801(5) beginning at line
8, page 56, charges the Board of Elections
with responsibility for dividing the District
into 15 wards “as nearly equal as possible in
population and of geographic proportions as
nearly regular, contiguous, and compact as
possible * * *.” It is to be noted, therefore,
that the act addresses itself to having each
ward substantially equal to all other wards
as to population. The geographic size of the
wards is not a point and the only require-
ment on geographic size is to reasonable
shape with the objective of avolding gerry-
mandering.

Question. Where does the bill provide
guarantees that the wards will be properly
apportioned?

Answer. The bill contains no specific lan-
guage in the nature of a “guarantee.” Any
qualified District voter aggrieved by alleged
improper apportionment may bring sult
challenging the act.

83. Section 833(b) provides that the
Council shall meet once a week except dur-
ing July and August when it shall hold at
least two regular meetings In each month.

Question. Would this subsection prohibit
the Council from adjourning for vacations?

Answer. It would appear that the longest
span of time that the Council could adjourn
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for a vacation would be by having the two
regular meetings in July scheduled for the
first 2 weeks in July and the two regular
meetings in August scheduled for the last 2
weeks in August—thus leaving approximately
4 weeks during which the Council could
adjourn for vacation.

Question. Should the Counecil be required
to hold a portion of its public hearings at
night so as to insure citizen participation?

Answer. This should be left optional. The
demands of the voters would inevitably de-
termine the procedures of the Council.

84, Section 338 provides for a mandatory
13-day delay between the infroduction of a
bill and its enactment unless waived by a
unanimous vote of the members present.

Question, Are the municipal governments
of other jurisdictions in thls area so re-
stricted?

Answer. Yes. It is mot unusual to have
a mandatory walting period between the in-
troduction and enactment of legislation in
the nearby Maryland and Virginia counties.
In general, the periods are longer than 13
days. Emergency legislation or ordinances
can be enacted on less notice. In Virginia,
an emergency ordinance can be effective for
not more than 60 days.

Question, In your view, would this section
impede the adoption of emergency legisla-
tion which had the slightest tinge of con-
troversiality?

Answer. If truly an emergency, a unani-
mous vote to deal with it could be expected
for some solution.

35. Question. Am I to understand that
while the National Capital Planning Com-
mission has authority for planning the de-
velopment of the District of Columbia, it has
no control functions to guarantee that the
plan is adhered to? Is there anything in
this bill which would dictate that adopted
plans be followed?

Answer. NCPC control functions to guar-
antee that the plans it makes are adhered to,
are not affected by S, 1118, either in terms
of weakening or strengthening them.

See elsewhere in supplemental testimony
for discussions of NCPC.

86. Section 338 gives the District Council
broad powers of investigation.

Question. Do any of the other local gov=
ernments have these powers?

Answer. Investigative powers given to the
District Council by 8. 1118 are similar to
those held by the governing bodies of coun-
ties in nearby Virginia and Maryland which
have the power to subpena employees or of=-
fleials of the local government and private
citizens, provided the inguiry is concomitant
with the powers of the governing body.

Protection against abuse of these powers 1s
afforded by the courts in the same manner
as for other legislative investigative bodies.
Of course, investigative power under S. 1118
would be restricted to matters relating to
District affairs, so there is the test of rele-
vancy.

Power of the Council to compel any Fed-
eral officlal to come and testify would, of
course, be conditioned by relevancy of the
circumstances of the investigation to Dis-
trict affairs.

37. Question. Could a member of the
President's Cabinet or the head of a Federal
agency run for the office of Mayor?

Answer. Yes. Such persons are exempt
from the political activity restrictions of the
Hatch Act and from those of clivil service
rule IV. They are in the same category as
the President and Vice President with respect
to political activity. However, it is under-
stood that a member of the President's
Cabinet or the head of a Federal agency
would not be permitted to hold the office of
Mayor and the Federal position simultane-

38, Section 401(c) provides for a lmit of
$2,500 on the expense allowance of the Mayor.
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Question. Why are the Mayor's expenses
limited by law while those for the Council
are not?

Answer, An expense account of $2,500 is
provided the Mayor to help defray officlal
reception aad representation expenses that
he will incur as the official representative of
the District of Columbia. The allowance is
expected to cover expenses normally as-
sociated with entertainment, and related
items connected with visiting officlals and
dignitaries. In addition, the Mayor is ex-
pected to receive per diem and travel ex-
penses as authorized by law for government
employees.

It was intended that expense allowances
for individual Council members would be
minimal, and should be approved by the
whole Couneil,

89, Question. Does section 402 provide
that the employees in the office of the Mayor
shall have no employment security other
than the will and discretion of the
Mayor? (See lines 21-23, on p. 26.)

Answer. No. According to section 402, em-
ployees in the office of the Mayor, personnel
in District departments, and members of
boards, commissions, and other agencies, will
continue to be subject to the same acts of
Congress to which they are subject on the
date this bill becomes law, and until such
time as the Counecil provides similar or com-
parable personnel laws to replace the present
system.

40. Question. Does the Mayor have greater
power to remove one of his appointments
than was held by the Board of Commis-
sloners? If so, why?

Answer. Not with respect to officers and
employees of the proposed merit system,
since their removal would remain subject to
present law or to similar or comparable
provisions of the new merit system, except
that members of the Armory Board and Re-
development Land Agency would serve at the
pleasure of the Mayor.

41. I notice on page 28, line 19, that the
merit systems of employment adopted by the
new District government “may" provide for
continued participation in the Federal civil
service system.

Question. How do District employees cur-
rently participate in the Federal civil service
system? Do any of them have vested rights
which might be destroyed if the new District
of Columbia government elected not to con-
tinue participation in the Federal civil service
system?

Answer. Personnel of those District de-
partments which by statute are subject to
the competitive civil service system are a part
of the Federal civil service system to the
extent that they are accorded the same rights,
benefits, and protection accorded by law to
Federal employees. Certain other employees
in District departments which are subject to
the joint agreement between the District of
Columbia Commissioners and the U.S, Civil
Service Commission are by law accorded the
same fringe benefits, and essentially the same
rights and protection, as are employees in the
competitive civil service. Under the terms of
the bill, if the Council elects not to continue
under the Federal civil service system, em-
ployees on the rolls of the Distriet govern-
ment immediately preceding the effective
date of the new merit system established by
the Council would not lose vested rights such
as those relating to veterans' preference,
eligibility for competitive civil service status,
accrued retirement benefits, and accrued
leave benefits.

42, Question. Am I to read subparagraph
11 of section 402 which appears at line 7 on
page 30 as prohibiting the mayor or council
from proposing to the President or the Con-
gress local legislation which for some reason
the local government may feel reluctant to
handle?
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Answer. It is not clear what type of legls-
lation the mayor and council would feel re=-
Iuctant to handle for some reason.

This subsection states that the mayor or
council may propose to the executive or legis-
lative branches of the U.S. Government leg-
islation or other action “dealing with any
subject not falling within the authority of
the District government. * * *"* The section
was not intended to prohibit the mayor or
council from proposing to the President or
the Congress any legislation.

43. Question. Does subparagraph 9 of that
same section empower the council to impose
unlimited duties on the mayor? Could this
subparagraph be abused if the council
wanted to harass the mayor?

Answer. No more so than any legislative
body can impose on the chief executive of its
government,

44. Title V sets out District of Columbia
budgetary procedures.

Question. Is the U.S. Bureau of the Budget
and its resources to be utilized in any man-
ner by District of Columbia budget officials?

Answer. The resources of the Bureau of
the Budget will be available to the District
of Columbia at its request. In addition,
the legislation provides, in section 901(a),
on page 75, that the mayor and the Director
of the Bureau of the Budget with the ap-
proval of the council may make agreements
for the purpose of preventing duplication
of effort or otherwise promoting efficiency
and economy in those cases where a Federal
officer or agency may furnish services to the
District or that a District officer or agency
may furnish services to the Federal Govern-
ment.

Question. Because of the Federal Interest
in the sound fiscal management of the Dis-
trict, shouldn't the Bureau of the Budget
review the District budget?

Answer. To require that the Bureau of
the Budget review the budget of the District
of Columbia would negate some of the sig-
nificant objectives of the legislation, The
legislation would establish an independent
city government, with certain specified ex-
ceptions. A review of the city’s budget by
the Federal Government would to a large
degree remove from the mayor and council
the responsibility for the operations of the
city that the legislation 18 intended to pro-
vide. This would mean that the citizens
of the Distriet could not in this respect hold
thelr elected officials responsible.

45. Title VI provides for the District to
incur bonded indebtedness. The aggregate
indebtedness is not to exceed 12 percent of
the aggregate of the assessed values of cer-
tain properties in the District. Included
among these properties are real and personal
property owned and used by the Federal
Government with certain exceptions for park
lands, museums, memorials, and the like,
This property is also taken into considera-
tion in ealculating the Federal payment to
the District. To further identify the prop-
erty, it is that which is referred to in sec-
tion T41(a), paragraphs (A) and (B).

Question. What is the total value of this
Federal property?

Answer. The value of the property re-
ferred to in section T41(a), paragraphs (A)
and (B), is as follows (in millions) :

Real property owned and used by
the Federal Government_ _______ $1,208.7
Real property exempt from taxa-

tion by special acts of Congress___ 47.2
Tangible personal property owned
by the Federal Government (ex-
clusive of objects of art, museum
pleces, and lbraries) .- 550.0
21l oy 4 Bl R e RS 1,805.9

Question. What percentage of total as-
sets, both Federal and District, does it rep-
resent?
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Answer. It is estimated that the relation-
ship of Federal assets to total assets is as
follows:

Amount Percent
(millions)
$1, 806 36
3,213 64
5,019 100

Question. What is the present dollar limi-
tation on bonded indebtedness and how
much would that limit be ralsed by the
enactment of this bill?

Answer. It should also be pointed out that
the current limitations are limitations on
borrowing, while the legislation would pro-
vide limitations on indebtedness. For this
reason the limitations under existing law
and those proposed in the legislation are not
comparable.

The current limits on borrowing (the Dis-
triet must borrow from the Federal Treas-
ury) are as follows (in millions) :

General fund $175.0
Highway fund 50.2
Water fund 35.0
Sanltary sewerage works fund._.______ 82.0
Other - 29.6
Total, limit on borrowing..... 321.85

The limitation on bonded indebtedness un-
der this legislation would be $488 million
in 1966 and is expected to increase to $586
million by 1870, for example.

Question. What is the justification for in-
creasing this bonded indebtedness limita-
tion when there are no specific capital proj-
ects requiring this expansion set forth in the
bill?

Answer. The legislation is intended to be
the continuing legal basis for capital financ-
ing by the District of Columbia government.
It would not be appropriate to include in it
a listing capital requirements. This District
does develop and update annually a 6-year
public works program. The current B6-year
plan indicates capital outlay needs in excess
of the District’s capacity to fund them, either
from current revenues or within the current
limitations on borrowing. The legislation
would Increase the District’s ability to bor-
row, and by placing the responsibility for
borrowing in the District government, rather
than in Congress, would enable the District
to program public works projects on a sched-
uled basls.

46. Section 631(a) authorizes the Council
where necessary to provide for the annual
levy of a special tax “without limitation as
to rate or amount upon all the taxable real
and personal tangible property within the
District * * *” which taken together with
other revenues of the District will be suffi-
:::n;s to pay the prineipal and interest on

nds.

Question. Would the Federal payment
formula reflect the imposition of this speclal
tax? In other words, Is this special tax to
take into account all property, both Federal
and private, located within the District?

Answer. The Federal payment formula re-
flects the imposition of any tax on real and
tangible personal property in the District.
However, the language clearly indicates the
special tax will apply to “taxable” property.

The Federal Government is not subject to
tax on its property.

Question, I would gather that from the
language on line 20 of page 33 additional
bonds could issue to meet this obligation
without a referendum. Is that your under-
standing?

Answer. Yes. Up to a total aggregate in-
debtedness of 2 percent of all assessed values.

Question. Are only refinancing bonds is-
suable without a referendum or would any
bond issued by the District in amounts not
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exceeding 2 percent of the assessed value of
property also be issuable without referen-
dum?

Answer, Issuance of any bonds which
would ralse the total aggregate indebtedness
consisting of bonds issued without referen-
dum above 2 t of all assessed values
would be subject to referendum.

Question. Are there any other times that
bonds may issue without a referendum?

Answer. No. Negotiable notes may be 1s-
sued, however, for short-term borrowing.

47. Section 604, paragraph 3, provides that
no court shall have jurisdiction in any pro-
ceedling to question the validity of a muniel-
pal bond except during the 20-day perlod
between ' the date of publication of the
notice of the enactment by the Council of
a bond issue measure and the lapse of the
20-day or during the 20-day period following
the acceptance by the voters of such a bond
issue. Section 604 also sets forth certain
presumptions of regular legislative procedure
and stipulations of factual correctness in
matters relating to the Issuance of the bonds.

Questlon. Why are such stringent exclu-
slons of judicial review imposed on both
the voter (bond issue) and any party seek-
ing to challenge the bond issue?

Can you foresee any constitutional chal-
lenge to the stipulations, presumptions and
exclusions set forth in section 604?

Answer. The exclusions are imposed to
expedite financing of essential projects and
to insure investors that the legality of their
bonds will not be questioned.

Since the prohibitions relate to the period
of time for ralsing issues and not to the
right to do so, constitutional challenges are
not likely to be successful.

48. Question. Are the local governments
of the nearby jurisdictions restricted to is-
suing bonds bearing the full faith and credit
of that jurisdiction? Are they authorized
to Impose special taxes without Hmitation
as provided in section 6317

Answer. Montgomery County as a mat-
ter of practice issues only full falth and
credit obligations to minimize the cost of
borrowing although the county may have
some authority to issue other types of in-
debtedness. Other jurisdictions reportedly
are restricted to lssuing bonds bearing the
full faith and credit of that jurisdiction.

There i1s no necessity to impose special
taxes in these jurisdictions since there is no
limitation on the amount of real and per-
sonal property taxes they may impose.

49, Question. Is section 606 clear and un-
equivocal as to whether a securities house
seeking to participate in the public sale of
District municipal bonds acts as a buyer of
those bonds or an agent for thelr sale? If
such a house put up a performance bond
equal to 2 percent of the par amount of the
bond bid for, would that suffice in leu of a
certified or cashier’s check for such amount?

Answer. The language of section 606
would not permit a performance bond in
lieu of a certified or cashier’s check.

50. Sections 621 and 622 talk about the
issuance by the District of negotiable notes
to meet supplemental appropriations when
there are no available unappropriated reve-
nues or when government wants to raise
funds in anticipation of revenues from the
next fiscal year.

Question. What is the justification for
requesting this type of revenue production,
what other jurisdictions utilize this ap-
proach, and what has been their experience
to date?

Answer. Anticipatory borrowing 1is justi-
fied because tlming of income is not always
synchronized with timing of expenditures.
Short-term borrowing thus enables govern-
ment, as it does business, to meet emergen-
cles and to maintain program continuity.
The District is currently authorized to use
this technique. In recent years it has been
necessary from time to time to obtain ad-
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vances from the U.S. Treasury in anticipa-
tion of peak real estate and other tax col-
lections. These advances have been repald
promptly when the revenue was received.
Only extensive research would reveal what
other jurisdictions wutilize this approach
since it is standby type of authority and
useful only In specific situations, but it is
understood to be used by numerous local
governments, particularly in the State of
New York.

51. Section 641 provides that the bonds
and notes issued by the Council shall be ex-
empt from all Federal and District taxation
except the estate, inheritance, and gift taxes.

Question. It would seem clear from the
language that such securities would be ex-
empt from both Distriet and Federal trans-
fer taxes. Is that the intent of the framers?

Is it clear from section 641, without fur-
ther language, that District bonds and notes
shall be treated as if they were Issued by a
subdivision of a State and exempt for that
reason?

Answer. From the 1 o